LETTERS. 


Distinguishing Sentiments of the Baptists 


\ 


ARE EXPLAINED AND VINDICATED: 


In answer to a late Publication, 


BY THE REV. SAMUEL A, Dd. 
THE AUTHOR, % 
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SERIOUS AND. CANDID “4 


THOMAS BALDWIN, 


‘PASTOR OF 4 BAPTIST CHURCH BOSTON: 
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; AND SOLD BY MANNING AND LORING,. 
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prictors, 
which the 
‘vindicated : In answer to a late Publication by the Rev. es | 


— 


in the thirty-fifth year of the 
America, Mannino Loxine, of the District, have deposited 
im this office the title of a Book, the right whereof they claim as Pro- © 
ip. the swords following, te quit: “ A Series of Letters, In 
g Sentiments of the Baptists are explained and 


Am I therefore become because 


phe truth 


In conformity to the Act of the Congress of the United States, enti- 
tled, * An Act for the: encouragement of learning, by. securing the 
copies of maps, charts, and books, to the authors and prictors of 
such during the times-therein-mentioned ;” and also to an Act, | 
entitled, “ An Act supplementary to.an Act, entitled, * An Act for the 
encouragement of. g, the copies of maps, charts, and 
books, to and of of. such during the times. 
therein mentioned ;’' and extendin besiefits thereof to the arts of. 


“WILLIAM. 8, SHAW, Clerk of the District. 
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the ensuing work, the candid reader wilt” 


perce por th incipal topics of between, the 
ive are: brought to yiew, and amply 


. sed in these Letters. 
Particularly the distinction between the first.“ grést' 


promise,”’ given to Abraham, (Gen. xii. 3.) Jn. thee; 
ned in. 


Senter of the be blessed 3 and the promises coritai 
of with him twenty-four years after, of which 
was the seal. Alfio, the distinction. . hetween this . 


covenant, and that called the New Covenant,” 
_ is clearly sup 

It is hoped that the reader will likewise find satisfactory evi-- 
dence of the real difference in the ‘ visible organization” of the 
Jewish and Christian churches. ‘That although religion is al- 
ways the same, and believers under every dispensation are al- 
lowed in some sense to be the same, yet these churches, consid- 
ered as “visibly organized bodies,’ are so totally distinct from , 
each other, as to forbid the su ition that they. are one. 

The argument in favour of infant baptism, a founded on. 
circumcision, is particularly considered in the ensuing sheets.. 
_ Besides.many. collateral and indirect proofs, which: serve to. 

shew the. fallacy of the. argument, the reader is particularly. 
desired.to notice the observations on Acts xxi. oon in Lete. 


ter XVII. pa 
By examining he will be convinced, that the believing: 
Jews still continued to circumcise their children ; hen¢e, not at. 
all likely that they should baptize them.. And it must also be- 
Be. oer to demonstration, that they could not consider baptism as. 
having taken the place. of circumcision; for in that dase they: 
would have omitted the latter, and: have practised the former.. 
Or, had they. have done this, they. could not have blamed Paul. 
‘for geaching the Fews not to circumcise their. children, ag above.. 


Or, had Paul inculcated the baptism of infants, instead of cir- 
cumcising them, he would not failed to have mentioned it on ; 


this occasion, in vindication of his own character.. 
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Mr. Worcester’s * ample proof,”? from the ancient fathers, 

will be carefully examined by the reader; and whateverhe may | 

discover in it favourable to infant baptism, he will conscien- | — 

tiously pass to his account. 
Though but cursorily, the mode of baptism has received some 

consideration. ‘The arguments and authorities quoted are few, 

but direct to the point ; particularly those of Ca/lwin, Witsius, 


The writer of.these Letters is far from thinking thatthe sub- = 

ect is exhausted. But before any further proof is called for, 

j e hopes the arguments already advanced may be allowed their 

2 full weight. If these are duly considered, he has reason to hope 

that such as are desirous of finding the right way, may have their 
doubts removed, and their minds established in the truth. 

That the enlightening influences of the Spirit of God may be 

- afforded to the reader, while examining this feeble effort to re- 

store the churches to apostolic purity in practice, is the earnest 

wish, and sincere prayer of 


The public’s devoted servant, 
THE AUTHOR... 
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SERIES LETTERS. 


REVe AND DEAR SIR, 


and Candid Letters” were, 
by your politeness, prefented to me soon after their publi- 
cation but particular cincumetances prevented my. perus 

them for several weeks after. 
a note addressed to you, acknowled g the 


of your book, it was proposed at fome 


bestow that attention upon the. work, which hag rte 
and importance demanded. 1 thought to:have resumed 
the subject long before this time; but the numerous 


calls of duty have not permitted me to give your Letters 


now elapsed. — 
this period, however, I have. often reflected, | 
and I trust with a degree of seriousness, on the impor- 
tant controversy between us. At times, I have almost 
determined not to publish any thing more on ‘the sub- 
ject; but to state my objections to what you have ad- 
vanced against my Sfrictures in a private letter. And 
although I have now concluded (Deo volente;) to submit 
my to she: I candidly confess, it is not 
ef reluctance that I again invite their 
‘attention to this unpleasant controversy. 
~ ‘Do say nothing of the talents combined against me, 
and the disa feelings which the dispute, however 
candidly itimay be managed, will naturally produce in 
the minds:of those who differ from me 3 the thought of 
so much | 
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pect of bringing the controversy to a close, are powerful 

arguments against writing. a 
After stating these objections, you will perhaps ask, 


_ & Why then do you not sit down in silence ©” I answer, 


—Weighty as the above reasons are, others at present aa 
outweigh them. 


At a former period, influenced by these reasons, and 
some others which I shall presently have occasion to 
mention, I resolved not to reply to your Reverend Broth- 
er’s “ Candid Discussion,” as he was pleased to call it; 
but finding myself blamed both by him and you for not 
writing, I have concluded briefly to review your Letters. 


_ . 1 am not without hopes, that what I may write, will, 


under the blessing of God, prove useful to some per- 
plexed believers, in assisting them to distinguish between 


human tradition and Divine Institution. 
. | My fifst intention, was not to have followed your 


track, by giving a separate answer to each Letter: but 
I soon perceived: the impracticability of attempting to 

methodize your arguments, so ‘as to be able to answer 
them satisfactorily in any other mode. I have there- 
fore concluded to pursue thismethod. 
> In ting my design, I hope to plead no other 
cause than that of truth, nor use any other weapons 
than those which Christian candour will approve. But 
in doing this, I shall not think myself obliged to preface 
every argument 'with the word << serious,” nor to ban- 
ish-every ray of cheerfulness and pleasantry, lest the | 
gloomy countenance of bigotry 
field of controversy. — 


Discourses with 
gument,” little’ 
ridicule.” Ind 
further, 


delicacy, 


one, 
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“LETTER, 7 


on you to mundial the passage into your pages: This 


will be more particularly notiged in its proper place. 

‘You are pleased to say, *“ Of the spirit and manner of 
your. book; could [ express myself in terms of unquali- 
fied commendation, it would certainly afford me a pecu- 
liar pleasure.” You then add, “ Professions, indeed, 
you have been.pleased to adenave many, and they will all, 
I trust, be duly appreciated.” This language cannot 
easily be misunderstood. It may serve as aygpecimen of . 
the disingenuous manner in which you havé thought fit 
to treat mein your writings. . 

My general conduct towards the Pzedobaptists i inevery — 
period of my ministry, will be the best criterion of the — 
sincerity of my professions respecting them. To this I 
cheerfully appeal. While I sacredly refrain from sug- 

esting a suspicion of the sincerity of your * professions,” 
f assure you, Sir, I hold in utter contempt any" 
insinuations against my own. | 

I am not insensible, that. much Section has at- 
tended my feeble efforts in this unpleasant controversy. 
But I can truly say, that it has been my constant desire 
and aim, while attempting to expose what I believed to | 
be error, to do it ina candid, open, Christian manner. bt 
So far as I have failed, I have come short of my object, 
and injured the cause I was attempting to vindicate. If 
in any instance I nave used 1 I most 
retract it. | 

. As my present sentiments are not those i in which 


trust. I was enabled, before I embraced 
them, to si down and count the cost. 1 knew full well, 


that’ THIs sECT was every where spoken against.” 
Had L only consulted my own ease, or made my calcula- 


tions merely to secure the friendship of my erring breth- | 


ren at the expense of truth, I might, indeed, 


that I.had dared to be an author.” 


_Althougls conscious of the rectitude of my pat in 


i writing, and feeling an unshaken confidence in the sen- 


timents which I have endeavoured to advocate, as being 
according to the mind and will of Christ ; yet I am far 
insensible to the opposition combined dgainst 
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“LETTER 
the unpleasant shyness and resentment of some, and the 
oblique cold-hearted friendship of others: yea, even the 
dnpeature of my friend at Salem, ea unpleasant 


must be vindicated. 


I hope, Sir, in the course of this review, to convince _ 


you, that it is not the ‘pressure of | your arguments,” 


nora “candid presentment of facts,” which I.complain- 
7 ed of as 


widely different from 
felt far less from 


on but somethi 
can truly say, 


them 
| your arguments than from your insinuations, . By the 

excite a suspicion my. integrity. hope, 
pevertheless, 
on the examination of which now enter. 


XYou-commence your first Letter, Bir, by noticing 2 


‘between 


very trifling matter of etiquette, in. the 
myself... The 


your beloved brother at Thornton, and 


It was thought 
in this statement, that ample justice was: done to your 
brother ; but since neither he nor you are satisfied, it is 


the public should know the true state of 


You are pleased to say, « The Letter, owing to some 
sasuaty or mistake, failed of reaching you directly from 
him, Sie thins If he 
‘did, it 1s: more than I ever heard before. But you add, 
“ Copies of it, however, 
to. you by two of his brothers s 


| appears very plausible, 
‘pens not to be exactly correct 
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LETTER I. ~ 


correct) is as follows. Some time previous to the publi- 
cation of the above Letter, the Rev. Thomas Worcester, 
_ Salisbury, informed-me that his brother, at Thornton, 
had written a Reply to my pamphlet on what is called 
Close Communion : that he was then on his way to Wor- 
cester to get it printed. 
Some considerable time after, I sent to Worcester in 


_ order to procure a copy, and was informed that it was 


not printed there, but at Concord in N.H. I then sent 
to Concord to the printer, and was told that it waif the 
_ press, and when completed I should be furnished with 
- acopy: but this also failed. During the latter part of 
the winter and spring, I was frequently questioned, by 
my friends from different parts of the country, respect- | 


| ing Mr. Worcester’s « Friendly Letter.” “At length a 


gentleman of your present congregation, while convers- 
ing with me, mentioned the subject of the ™ Friendly 
Letter,” and observed, that he had understood, or thought, 
I was nearly ready to publish my reply. «I informed him 
I had never yet seen Mr. Worcester’s book. ‘ He appeared 
to be much surprised, inasmuch as it was a Letter ad- 
dressed to me, that I should not have been served with 
a copy 3 and proposed to procure’me one for perusal. 
A few weeks after this, (being not far from six months 
after its publication), I received a copy fronr Mr. Wor- 
cester, of Salisbury; with an apology, expressing his sur- 
_ prise that L had not received one before, being whol! 
unable to account! fer the omission. Some time after 4 
received another, and a similar apology from your broth- 
er then at Worcester, (these were both referred to in my 
Reply.) But, Sir, neither of these apologies. were pre- 
tended to be made, “at the particular instance 6f your 
brother”: at ‘Thornten-; nor have I ever had the least’ 
reason to suppose they were made at his request, or everr 
by his knowledge: I supposed he must have known 
that, by some means, I had failed’ of seasonably obtaining’ 
a copy: One word of apology from him; or from any 
person “at his particular instance,” would’ have com- 
me, as unforgiving: as: you suppose me 
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10 : LETTER I. 


that I. felt the omission. very. sensi- 
bly, let it have been from what quarter soever ; as I fre- 
quently heard the exulting remarks of my Pedobaptist 
friends, without being able to make any reply,—having 
never seen the book to which they referred. It was 


: the manner in which the omission was noticed. 
I may, however, have been too severe: if so, I am ready 
to retract it, and the public 
brother ample justice. 
proceed, next, implicitly to me with the 
| want_of attention to the rules of politeness, in not send- 
, ing you.a copy of my late publication. Had it been a 
- letter.addressed to you, I should feel the force of your 
reproof. But I am willing to acknowledge, that I never 
understood that common usage obliged me to send a 
book. to-eyery. person whose writings I had noticed, or 
whose mame:]. had. happened.to mention... Af this be re- 
ally an.omission, it is not.the only one I am guilty of ; 
nor am.I the only.person who will come under the re- 
You can best judge, Sir, on mamma 
ou 


controversy .. ith writing iti tha 
If there was any advantage from, the. /ast blow, he cer- 


contend for it. iad 


thought at the time, that the | 


tainly jhad it ; and.I was not 20 much of child 2s to 
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LETTER I. 11 


ing, be an essential term of communion at the Lord’s 
table 2” (Part III. p. 8.) by 
To this statement, my arguments throughout my Re- 
ply were directed. As there was no dispute between us 
with respect to the necessity of baptism in some mode as 
a visible qualification for communion at the Lord’s table, 
it reduced the subject to this single question, “ What is 
gospel baptism ‘T'wo things, it was conceived, were 
‘necessary to constitute gospel baptism ; i. e. that the per- 
son to be baptized should be a proper subject ; and that 
the ordinance be administered in a proper manner. That 
none but believers could be admitted by the gospel rule, 
and that nothing short of immersion was to be consid- 
ered as baptism, I furnished the most ample testimony. 
But tothese ts, which, if I have any discern. 
| ment, must be allowed to be to the point according to his 
statement, he was pleased to make the following ~ ih 
+ © But if you should write upon the proper subjects, and 
baptism, until you as as Methu- 
as to the subject of mr communion.” (Cand. Discuss. 
100.) 
upon my remarks, a man must have a greater fondness 
for controversy than I have, to pursue the subject 
further.—These reasons, it is hoped, will be thought por 
ficient to clear me from the suspicion of deéming your 
brother’s Candid Discussion” either of 
to suggest. 
would have been made by: me, -had you not introduced 
the subject ; for, however ‘you may be considered as not 
only united by the ties of nature and friendship p>» but by 
a common interest in this subject, I have'no more to do 
with: this connexion had never heard 
Letter ‘teing princi 
stating the different subjects which at 
I shall take-no further notice of 
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LETTER 4 
troversy, I have no particular objections to 5 but wherein — 
~ you depart from them, I hope you will not be offended 

if I correct ‘your deviations; © 
Respectfully yours, 


LETTER IL. 
gia HAVIN G. finished your preliminary observations 
in your preceding Letter,-—in this you proceed to open 
the subject of dispute, by stating one of the propositions 
which I undertook to prove, viz. ‘ That Mr. Worcester 
had totally mistaken the promise in his text; that. the 
Apostle referred to a promise entirely distinct from that 
from. which he. has. reasoned.’.. In proof of this point, it 
was made to.appear, that the promise in the eighth verse 


of your.context, and that in your text, were the same ; 
and that both. referred to a promise. made twenty-four 
years before. the institution of circumcision, and which 
was recorded in the xiith chapter of Genesis, and not in 
the xviith, where the covenant of circumcision is found. 
To this reasoning you, have made the following re- 
_ply.: was,aware thatthe promisE referred to in my 
text was supposed to be the same which was cited in the ~ 
8th verse of the. context; J was.aware that this prom- 
ise was first given to Abraham about twenty-four years 
before the covenant with him was sealed, with the sign 
of circumcision was aware, that by the Antipzdo- 
- Baptists this promise was not allowed to be included in, 
the,covenant.of which circumcision.was,.the seal.”—— 
Aware” of all this, Sir,one would suppose, at least, 
a man of your known prudence and modesty, would 


selected.a text of a less doubiful nature as the 
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4 must have led them to a conclusion directly opposite to 
_» that which you now tell us you were aware was 
af ed for as the true meaning of the passage. 


13 


* 
ion your But you an igt 
_ to choose your own 


In re-examining your Discourses, I perceive not, sa 


ever, the least intimation given to your hearers, that the 
|| promise in your text did not exclusively 
| enant of circumcisjon, and to no other period. Aston- 


refer to the cov- 


ishing as it may appear, your reasoning on a 


In the paragraph which concludes the introduction to 
your Discourses, you: make the remarkable 
observations :—‘ Such, my brethren, is the train of 


“of the institution of the church in Abraham’s 

» (referring to the xviith of Genesis.) No, Sir, _ 
to a period 
still higher; and, as if. to guard against such a - 


conclusion as you have formed, has marked the promise 


he referred to with the utmost precision, by stating the 
time in which it was given, to be 430 years before the 
giving of the law. ‘This is a fact which I think you will 


hardly choose-to deny, and 


it 
reasoning employed by the Apostle inthis instructive 
chapter. It is (youcontinue) particularly to be remark- 
ed, that, with a view to convince the Galatian brethren 
_ of their unhappy error, in respect to justification, he 
_. ascends to the wemorable period of the institution of the 
» church in the family of Abraham, takes the covenant 
© down in the transmission of its privileges and blessings 
™ ‘tothe Gentile churches.” How you could make this | 
') solemn statement to your hearers, and afterwards publish 
‘it, and now republish it to the world, whem there does 
| ot appear in the whole chapter to be the least reference : 
to that covenant; but to a proonse which you:telbus you 
were aware was delivered about twenty-four years before, 
= 1s to me perfectly unaccountable ! 
another edition of your Discourses, to examine this par- ) 


LETTER IL 


whether, 1 in the zeal of the polemic, you have not been 
too inattentive to the accuracy of the divine. 
_ In my Strictures, I attempted to show that you had 


us, it was not a mistake; and have chosen to defend what 
I considered as an error, rather than to retract it. And 


contemplating your subject; you tellus, that you “ were 
aware” that the promise insisted on in your Discourses, 


with circumcision! 


further, and say, “ I was aware of all the arguments 
which you have advanced in support of their opinion :” 
(meaning the opinion of the Antipadobaptists.) But 
arguments,” months 
yea, before you 
had thought of -printing your Discourses, much less I of 
| Strictures upon them, 1s not the easiest thing in 

the world to conceive. - Should you say, that other wri- 
_ ters had advanced the same. 

think proper: 

be much who in particular had ever 


advanced af/ my I can only say, I never saw 


them, nor did I ever contemplate them until after read : 


ing your Discourses. rite: 


ner, that Reitdealistkdeutbow the chapter which con- 
tained your text, had his eye upon a promise distinct 
from:that ‘from: which you had reasoned, I observed, 
that: “your : laboured re .was left without 
foundation.”.« To this you reply ; * Really, Sir, this is 
doing: the business off hand.” But” “you, 
my ‘superstructure has stood your blow unshaken, and 
still rests secure on an immoveable. -basis,” This “im- 
_ moveable. basis” must then be. distinct from 
‘the promisein your text; I must still ‘insist, that I 
have proved even to that:that promise 


gt 


agraph: ind a-fewothers: of nature, 


mnistahie the promise in your text ; but you now inform : 
that we might understand that nothing escaped you when - 4 
was first given to Abraham about twenty-four years be- 


But what appears still more ‘extraordinary: is, go 


arguments; I should not 
to contradict you; but I ‘confess I should 
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LETTER IL 


not to of circumcision, on which 


your, arguments were predicated. 
It seems, Sir, notwithstanding the proof which. I ex- 


3 hibited. in the above case, you are unable to. perceive 


what the “ dilemma” is, in which I considered you to 


feel themselves in some kind of a dilemma, had they 


| brought forward a favourite theory as founded upon a 
__ particular passage of scripture, should it be clearly prov- 
_. edthat that scripture did not support it. I ever conceiv-— 
__ ed, that when a preacher had selected a text as the foun- 


dation of his discourse, and proceeded to infer certain 
doctrines from it (whatever he might be aware of ) that 


i _ he meant his hearers should believe that the text sup- 


ported the doctrine he inferred. But it seems that 


nothing of this kind would in 


Your attempt, Sir, to make it appear- that the 


a parts of your text, exclusive of the promise mentioned in 
» the-close, are quite sufficient to support your theory, 
only serve to show that you feel 
: unwillin to own it. . 4 

But, Sir, was. nat 
your text, to which your doctrine looked for its main 
support ? Your statement reads thus: * Jn God’s cove- 


se in the last cleats of 


nant of PROMISE with Abraham, provision was made for 


the continuance of the\church formed by it, and thus for the | 


transmission of the privileges and blessings contained in it, 
om generation to generation, down to the close of time.” 
This, Sir, is the doctrine as stated in your Discourses, 


them. 


the beginning 


In Ee statement you. undeniably oeker to the time 


waslinstituted, and to no other; for 
you. expressly promise 
which a church was formed 
and delivering your Discourses, that the promise in your 
text was the same with that in the eighth verse of your 
context 5. rem between the 
time of its being given, and esate 


mention, **-God’s covenant. o 
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LETTER 
: doctrine ; that it was clearly distinguished 


auenpinint ‘You certainly will not pretend, that they 


were aware of all'the things of which you profess to have 3 


been. ft isnot believed that-one in a hundred of 
hearers had the most distant thought, that the : 
in your text did not exclusively r 


tion. 


without. foundation.”’ 
the ‘supposition, that I had proved you to have mistaken 


the promise in your text. I am not very tenacious — 


about it: the proof is before the public, and they are at 
liberty to draw their own conclusions. Nor do I sup- 
‘a doctrine is necessarily false, because not ed 
the text on which it ts founded 
it renders it very doubtful. 

You proceed to say, Wese your premises to: be 
mitted’ in: their utmost extent, they would only go to 
evince, that I have transgressed that correct rule of ser- 
. Monizing which requires the text to be such as fairly to 

support'the doctrine. But, Sir, this is a very different: 
‘thing ‘from proving, that my doctrine is without founda- 
tion.” My dear Si tight 
position: which T undertook to prove ? It was simply this, 
“that you had mistaken the promise in your text 5. that 
the Apostle referred to a promise. entirely distinct from 
that from which you had:reasoned, This point, I have 
still ‘the ‘satisfaction to believe, I: smaialiennered more 
I'did ‘not propose'to do. As far'as this proof 


your by the © 
Yerms in which it was expressed, as well as by the ordeg 
of time;—I ask, did you not take an unwarrantable lib- 

with your hearers, to conceal all these circumstances 


er to the covenant of 7_ 
‘cireumcision. if'any of them thought otherwise, they 
were not indebted to. the’ 


perceive, Sir, thet you are disturbed: at my 
saying, that “*-your laboured superstructure was left 
This conclusion was made upon 
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 torshow: that you: had mistaken the real design 
text, I wish to ask, whether you de-not think, that you 
could have said: as‘ many handsome things. in- vindication 
of;such. a discourse, as. you have. of these: which- have. oc- 
_casioned these remarks,? 


made-as fair a.show of Scripture 
the doctrine of depravity from the first verse-of Chronicles; 


_as.improving the of: Pasdebaptism from the 29th- 
| chapter of, Galatians;. Oni the whole, I. 


> an 
73 “ale 


scriptural: topics, 


have. weigh 
than all-your. present:arguments.. As: your topics. are not 


for their. being dignifi 


| comprised, all, the blessings and. privileges ever- promised” 


1? 


LETTER 


that. all mankind ave dtaenades my: doctrine, though. not 
supported by the text, might have been. well found- 


had. you, published. such a: discourse 


as:this, had written: strictures upon. it,.professedly 
of your 


‘There .is not. a-doubt, in my-wind, but you. would have 
argument” in proviig- 


to, give you-full credit for this.ingenious sim- 
hag think it: apposite,to: .the case undef con- 


t the permanent ob you 
ou proceed to show, that the arguments in 
it’ are drawn, from. five very 
” Hadryou brought Ave express 
texts hy be of your dostrine, it would 
ed much, more: with, an inquirer after truth, 


formed, of. express: passages’ of. scripture, I'see-no reason 
ed with the title of ‘* seriptural.” 
have-increased them to-twice or even-thrice 


You might. 


__ their present number, and_ had them equally scriptural. 


‘That my .readers:as well as. yours may have.a.full.view 


of the pillars, as: you are pleased to call them, on. 
which. your: 


doctrine rests, I willow place them: before 

By, the-covenant made-with. Abraham, he was 

God's covenant.of ide; with Abraham, 


to: believers, andito.the: church, 
* The conenant made with his seet},. 


which, inthe Now Chsist 
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LETTER 11. 


the covenant to established the church’ in 

days of the 
under the gospel, is uniformly in 

the scriptures represented as being the same church, or 

a continuation of the same church, which was formed i in 

the family of Abraham. 7 | 

5. The covenant made with is expressly 
declared to be an everlasting or perpetual covenant 5 BO 
covenant to continue to the latest generations.” : 

‘These, Sir, are the “ five very copious scriptural top- | 
ics” from which your arguments are drawn in support 
of ‘your doctrine. Did you suppose that we ought to ad- | 
mit your doctrine to be true, and to be strictly conformed 
to the sense of the Apostle in your text, merely because 
you had chosen to form the five preceding topics to 
argue from in-its defence ? If so, you have taken more 
than reason requires us to grant. 

These five topics are mostly, if not all of them doubt- , 
ful. They involve the very subject in dispute. , Is it not 
then begging the question to say, that you have drawn > 
your arguments from them in support of your doctrine? 
If you had, instead of your second topic,” stated the — 

1sth verse of the third chapter of Genesis, and said, 
«« This comprises all the blessings and privileges ever 

ised to believers and to the church,” I conceive it 

would have been equally true. But in both cases it 
_— be giving certain expressions a very i lat- 
itude, 
“Your third and fourth topics can by no means be i. 
mitted as scriptura) in their present form; nor can I 
ceive that you have fairly supported them. ded: 
we allow you to attach just as much to the covenant of | 
circumcision as you please, taking in what was promised _ 
four and twenty bem before, and five and twenty -years ee 
after, you will do something towards supporting them. 
But, assign to that covenant just what the scriptures 
have assigned to it, and your propositions will setter, 
unless succoured from some other quarter. 

- © Could it be proved, (say you) as I am. Ea it 
cannot, that the to which reference is had in the 
last clause eae oe to the covenant on 
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LETTER 19 


which the church was founded in Abraham’s family ; 
it would certainly, however, be allowed, that this impor- 
tant sentiment lies upon the very face of the text, that 
all true believers are children of Abraham, and as his chil- 
dren, heirs.” Upon the foregoing you ask, * But to 
what are believers, as the children of Abraham, 4eirs ? 
Undoubtedly (you add) to the righteousness of faith, of 
which circumcision was an appointed sea/.” I have no 
doubt, Sir, if you will give yourself the trouble, but for 
a moment, to review this statement; you will, with me, 
think it a very confused one: . for a man cannot be a 
true believer without the righteousness of faith; this is 
absolutely necessary to constitute his right of beirship ; 
then it cannot be #hat, to which he is made an heir by 
believing. * But to what (you ask) are believers as chil- 
dren of Abraham heirs ?” I answer : ‘ If children, then 
_heirs 3 HEIRS OF Gop, and joint heirs with Christ.” Heirs 
. to an inheritance, incorruptible, undefiled, and that fadeth 
Mot away, reserved in heaven for you. (Rom. viii. 17. 
1 Pet. i. 4) 

Your remarks on what somebody has said af Mr. P. 
Edwards, and of the formidable aspect of ad Rgenents, 
I leave to your own reflections. - 

I am, dear very respectfully 


LETTER IL 


“REV. DEAR STR, 


HAVING in your preceding Letter attempted 

to show, that were: you even to admit my views of the 

| | promise to be correct, it would not leave your Discourses 
" without foundation; in this, you labour to make it ap- 
pear, that my views are not correct; “ and that. the 
promise, In thee shall all nations be blessedy. was really inclu- 
ded in the covenant of the church, of winigle circumcision 
was an instituted seal.” 
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20 LETTER Il. 


*¢ To élude'the pressure of our arguments from the 
Abrahamic covenant,” you are pleased to ‘say, “ you 
nd your*brethren have assumed a distinction between 
the-covenant jbrst proposed to Abraham at the time of his 
«all, and the covenant twenty-four years afterwards es- 
tablished with ‘him, and ‘sealed with the sign of circum- 
cision.” Y¥-ou further add, This distinction, I con- 
‘sider asa mere assumption.” It is evident, Sir, you con- 
sider it in a‘wrong point of light. “ A mere assump- 
tion,” is “ the supposition of thing without further 
proof.”* Was his‘the way by which established the 
distinction -between the ‘promise-given to Abraham m the 
a2th-of Genesis, andthe covenant of circumcision record- 
 edantthe rth | 
did not assume the distinction, but I proved it. And by 
“this proof you have been compelled to acknowledge, ‘what 
_ was Kept ‘wholly -out of ‘sight ‘in your ‘Discourses; viz. 
‘that the «¢ 

dbout twenty-fo 
him was sealed with circumcision.” 
are wholly irrelevant, ‘es, what attempt to ¢s- 
tablish by them, forms no part ef thie Cractticin th dispute. 
I therefore pass over this part-of your Letter witheut any 
particular remarks. 

Your observations on Gen, iii. 14, 15, and what 
you have quoted from Mr. Sco/t, are 
and in substance with what I stated in my Stric- 
tures, that the sEED OF THE WOMAN and the sEED OF 
ABRAHAM in whom the nations were to be blessed, were 
the same. 

On the supposition that these promises were similar 
in their nature, you proceed to ask; ‘ Is not the work 
of redemption ene, though in constant ession ?” No 
dowbt ‘of it. “4s not the church of the redeemed, 
theugh ‘under different dispensations, throughout all 
ages, “The church of the redeemed, including all 
true Believers, and none else, may be considered as one, in 
_ acertam sense ; ‘but this oneness does not 
 Witble organization 


Johnson, 


: 


? You certainly must know tothe contrary. 


in your text was‘first given to Abra- 
ur years ‘before the covenant wth — 


quent remerks on the x6 Work of Redemp- | 


generally correct; 


not depend on ary 
on the internal ‘operations of 
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REV. AMS DEAR 


_ed the several HEE: anise oe God was pleased to 


LETTER IV. 21. 
the Spirit of God. You further ask, a“ Was not the 


y id church primevally founded on the gracious promise of the 


Messiah first given in paradise ? And did it not continue 
upon that foundation till the days. of Abraham?” The 
answer to these questions is, that good men, in every age, 


have made Christ the foundation of their hopes. But 


what is all this to the point? Who has ever denied 
these things ? 

The above questions you thought proper he ask as a 
preparation for the following one. ‘ And is it, then, to 
be supposed, that in this advanced state,” (that is, the 
church under the Abrahamic dispensation) ¢ it would be 
removed from the foundation of a promise, comprising 
the Messiah and all the blessings of bis kingdom, and pinced 
upon the foundation of a promise, or promises, of a very 
different nature, and comprising only temporal blessirigs ?” 
I know of no person that ever supposed such a thing. 
Nor, Sir, does this form any part of the subject under 
consideration. ‘The question does not respect what the 
church of God, or true believers rested their hopes upon 
from Abraham to Christ ; but whether the seed of Abra- 
ham, including the great body of the Jewish nation, was 
the true church of God ? This question I hope to answer 
5 the most satisfactory manner | in some of sion subsequent 

setters. 


| 
-Fespectflly yours, &c. 


LETTER IV. 


IN your fourth you to take 
view,” as you call it, of God’ covenant 
transactions: with that patriarch ;” “Meaning 
Abraham. 

In this « poumanned view,” you have particularly notic- 
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2 LETTER 
intake to Abraham, from the time he was first called to 


Isaac, Comprising a space of about half century. The 
various promises made on these several occasions, you 
consider as parts of the covenant that was sealed with 
circumcision ; whether made before or after the ratifica- 
In this “ coanected view,” I perceive but one thing that 
particularly concerns our present controversy; and that 
, the following. ‘ When the appointed time arrived, 
for the ¥ pra establishment of the church in Abraham's 
family, the divine appearance to him was peculiarly sol- 
~The formal establishment of the church in Abraham's 
family,” ig a position which you have assumed ; and yet 
from it in this and several other of 


had farnished the most ample proof of its truth. This 
is the more remarkable, as you had just charged me with 
having atsumed a distinction between God’s to 
Abraham of the Messiah, and the promises of the cove- 
nant of circumcision. There is this difference, however, 
what you charge me with assuming, I conceive I fully 
proved. The position you have assumed, you do not 
pretend to prove; for, say you, “ It isnot necessary in a 
laboured manner to prove, thaf by the covenant made 
with Abraham, a church was formed in his family :” but 
add, * of this fact, as it may appear in the course of our 
subject, the scriptures afford the most plenary evidence.”* 


is natural to suppose you would fix the attention of your 
readers on some one single text which you judged to be 
most in point. In order to this, you have made the fol- 


Ime of Isaac and Jacob, pertained, as the Apostle to the 
Romans assures us, the adoption, and the 


than what is here expressed, say you,’ Certainly could not 
be necessary to constitute a church isthe 


leave his country and kindred, uritilthe offering up of 


Letters, with as much confidence, asthough you . 


As you did not intend to labour this proof at large, it PY 


Jowing statement. Abraham. and his seed,. in the 


enants, and the giving of the law, and the promises; More 


strictest sense.” 
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"few besides yourself can see, in this quotation 
est 
achurch was formed in Abraham's family. 
ular 


rv. 23 


specimen of the incorrect marmer, you the 
 scriptares in support of t any rate, it 
serve to show how little evidence will satisfy you on a 
point which you wish to believe. It is conceived that 
the small- 
of proof, that by the covenant of circumcision 
The partic- 
res here mentioned by the Aipostle, as enjoy- 


ed by the seed of Abraham, were unknown at the time 


* when’ you su the charch to have been constituted. 
a It may be thought uncertain to what period the Apostle 


- alludesswhen he speaks of the adoption of the Jewish nation; 
‘but fit is most probable, that he refers to a period subse- 
‘to their leaving Egypt. ‘This is pretty evident 


| a from the other circumstances connected with it, such as 


covenants, he could not refer exclusively to the covenant 


sand the giving of the law, &c. By the glory, 
am inclined to think ‘of the divine 
| presence; the ark and the -seat ;* or those extra- 
_erdinary appearances in the tabernacle and temple. By 


a? 

Ay 


_ of circumcision, (if to that at all,) as that was but one. 
. The giving of the law was an event which certainly took 
place s 4 hundred ‘years after the Abrahamic cove. — 
nant, by which you suppose the church was formed. 
The service of God was also visibly set wp among that 
people at the same time, and never till then. Theprot 
ability therefore, is, that the Apostle referred to events 
in the history of that nation, which were unknown until 
long after the institution of circumeision. 

Nor does it appear by alt which the Apostle has said, 
in the whole of the foregoing passage, that he had the 
least reference to their being a “ visibly organized 
church,” either at that, or any other time; bot only 
meant to give a btief view of their national 


cumstance, it is that wé examine it with critix 


cal attention. ‘It quite remarkable, that you sould 
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LETTER IV. 


and although by divine command he received circumcis- 
ion, which you are pleased to call the sea/ 


now assure us, was brought into * an organized state.” 
~ But of whom was this church composed ? Abraham was 
the only male living at the time, as far as we know, with 


whom the covenant was made, and who received the sign 
of:circumcision. Some of his servants might have been 
pious, they might, not: the scripture is silent on this — 


fix upon a period for the visible establishment of a church 
-jm+Abraham’s family, when not one of the heirs of prom. 
ise was:yet born! Ishmael, the son of the bond woman, — 
was theonly son which the patriarch had at the time ; © 


of the righteous. 
ness of faith ; yet he was afterwards excluded from the — 
special blessings engaged to Abraham’s seed. The church, — 


point. It surpasses reasonable credibility, that they should 
all be truly pious. And as neither Isaac nor Jacob were | 
them in existence, it was impossible that they should con- * 
- stitute apart of the visible church, which you tell us was 
now organized in the family of Abraham. Although i. 


we can:see-no evidence of the “ visible organization of 
a church,” yet we have no difficulty in conceiving, that 


‘God should engage. by covenant to Abraham, that the 
principal body.of believers.should for ages remain in his 
- family, and» among. his descendants. But to conceive 


that a church was visibly organized, merely because God 3 
commanded Abraham to circumcise himself and all the * 


males of his house, is to me unaccountable. Was there 


any thing in the family of Abraham, or among his im- 


mediate descendants,—-or even for several hundred years 4 
after, which gives the least evidence of their being ina 


regularly organized church state any more than before ? 


Nothing; Sir, that we can perceive, excepting the rite of 
and.this-was never performed as a church 


| df there ever was a time when that people might with © 
¢ 


propriety be called a visible church, it was, I conceive, 
_, when in the wilderness.of Sinai they 
organized state. by. Moses... This period was evi- 
dentlyalluded to, when the prophet Jeremiah was di- 
rected to-go and cry.in the.ears of Jerusal 


| tog em, saying 
« Thus saith the Lord, I remember the kindness of tby 
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espousals, when thou wentest after 
me in the wilderness, in a land that was not sown,” *— 


{ ‘When the Jews left Egypt, (says‘an ingenious ‘writer, ) 
and began ‘their journey in ‘the desart——~it was the 


is time od ei their youth. And when m Horeb God claimed 
4+ them as his peculiar people, and they said, All that the 


Lord commandeth us we will was on season 
vheir espousals.” + 

If this were the time of their Dids ‘fair 
fr also to be the time of ‘their adoption, as mentioned by 
’ the Apostle. This was evidently the time when God's 
glory ‘was displayed ‘in a most conspicuous and ‘striking 
manmer; ‘particularly at the giving of the Jaw at Simi. 
It‘was here too ‘that we ‘first perceive the service of 
_ God” visibly set up, and atrended among that people as 


an organized body. | 
= would seem by your staternents, that the ‘charch 


from Adam to Abraham, had been favoured ‘with dis- 
pensation of the covenant of redemption, although 
clear that which was afterwards given. Isuppose you 
refer to God's gracious declaration the 


man’s seen’; entirely agree with you, that “this 


-was the first exhibition, or revelation of the eternal coun- 


fel of peace, or covenant of redemption between the — 
Father andtheSen.” And that this is theunchangea- 
* ble foundation and somrce of all the mercifal dispensations 
> to our fallen race.” also believe thisto be the covenant 
~ to which the Apostte referred in your context, (Gal. iii. 
173) and which he tells us was confrmed before of God in 
Christ. further agree with you, ¢hat this was the 
> foundation on which the church,” or, to speak more prop- 
erly, all true delievers, rested their hopes from Adam 
*) to Abraham ;” and from him to the coming of Messi- 
~ a#h; and on which they must rest them to the end of time. 
For foundation can man lay than thatis vaid, 


4 you understood tsk to argue that the church or peo. 
ple of God were, by the covenant of circumcision, remov- 


ed from this foundation to one of nature, 
you have grossly mistaken me. Hence, consider all 
* Jer. ii. + Jay’s Sermons 
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- your arguments to refute. this sentiment; as levelle, 
against a mere man of straw of your own raising. Bu, 
‘Sir, there is a point, and a very important one too 
which is nearly connected with this, on which I conclude 
there is a real difference of opinion between us. I mea | 
with respect to the persons who are supposed to form 
this church, and to rest upon this foundation. 
Of the above description I consider true believers | 


every age and nation, under every dispensation; and | 
elses You inform us, That by the covenan 
‘made with Abraham a church was formed in his family,” 
the adoption,” &c. Wall you indulge 
_ me, my dear Sir, to state a few queries ? oor can pro. 
. ceed no faster than I can see my way clear. | oy 
I wish to be informed, whether all the seed of 
tAbashion in the line of Isaac and Jacob ;” (for thatis 
. your statement,) were by the covenant of circumcision . 
constituted intoaregular church? 
» 2. Tf-all the seed of Abraham, as above stated, be 
J longed to the church thus “ visibly organized ;” will it j 
‘mot follow, that it was the intention of Jehovah, that his * 
4 visible church should be co in a considerable part, 
if not principally, of real unbelievers? And, 
Was this church, comprising all the seed of Abra 3 
hay in the line of Isaac and saned, the very church which 


circumcision, which was 4 
‘ntaely to all his male offspring, could. py bring thu 7 
into “a more compact state,” or in any sense 
Organize it as a distinct visible body ? . | a 
6. Permit me, Sir, to ask one question more & 
-all-who received the sign of circumcision belong to this 7 
-Church ? If.not, in what way were the members distin: q 
@ visible, organized body ? 

‘Phese questions may appear unpleasant to you but 

e, Sir, ys will consider and pot tredt 


3 


under the gospel dispensation ? Or, 
Asit, after all, your real meaning, that this church, 4 
| »thus constituted, consisted only of the spiritual seed of | 


= 


elled = with that hauteur and contempt which you have 
Bu, too often manifested in your remarks upon my Strictures. 
to They appear to me to be serious difficulties, which the — 
lud ¢redit of your plan requires to have fairly removed. 
vean ‘That the true spiritual church of God, (if it be proper 
orm fo use such an expression,) I mean, however, the great 
ody of true believers, has in every age been the same, 
& have never had it in my heart to deny. Bu: that this 
Body of believers, under any. ‘dispensation, was ever 
lant drought into a “ compact body,” into a “ regularly or- 
ly” ganized state,” until Christ, ander his own personal min- 
“Bstry, set up his: gospel church, which he chose out from 
‘the world, I find no evidence. 
_. . The question, Sir, between us, is not, whether relig- 
Gon is not always the ‘same under every dispensation ? 
lof mor whether the children of God are not essentially the 
iy fame in every age? but whether the Jewish mation, 
‘on €omprising all the circumcised “ seed of Abraham in 
the line of Isaac and Jacob,”’ was the same in its “ vis- 
be. §Able organization” as that body of believers, which it 
gras the design of Jesus Christ to unite together in a vis-_ 
ble church state under the gospel dispensation ? This, 
ir, I consider to be a fair statement of the subject in 
dispute. If I can comprehend your reasoning, it has 
40 ey your design to establish and vindicate the affirma- 
| tive of this position: I have, without the least: disguise, 
n, undertaken to defend the negative. It is the church, in 
its “visibly organized state,” which constitutes our 
h, Whole dispute on this t.. 
a It is believed that there never was a church; at any 
rere) in the family of Abraham, until Jesus appeared in. 
) the flesh, which did not constitutionally admit unbeliev-: 
sia 4 ers as well as believers. But, under the gospel dispensa- 
>) tion, it appears to have been the intention of the. great 
“> Head of the Church, to separate believers from the 
§ world ; not only from idolatrous heathens, but from their. 
nearest unbelieving connexions accordmeg to the flesh. 
The following words of our Lord are too explicit to be 
“# easily mistaken. And there were great multitudes. 
} with him, and he turned and said unto them, If any 
t | Man come unto me, - hate not his father and mother, 


a 
es 


you. tocits or else to deny that it: was the-design of Je. 
church,.composed.of such only. as; in.a judgment of 


_ chanity,, were: true believers; such as had been, born of a 


the Jewish church, that, considered visably: or- 
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and: wife-and.children, and brethren.and sisters y and 


his: own. life. also, he cannot-be my disciple.” This pay 
sage is,explained, by Christ's answer to Peter when he 
said to his.Lord, Lo, we have left all and followed 
thee, and. what shall.we have.’ And Jesus said unto him, 
Verily. Lsay unto, you, that---every onethat hath for- 
saben houses, or brethren, or-sisters, or fathers, or moth. 


ers, or wife,.or childrens or lands, fon my: name’s sake, 


shall receive an hundred: fold,. and shall:inherit. ever] 

ing life.”+ Dees.this, Sirs. look like that family mem- 
bership formed by the covenant. of circumcision? QOr 
does it appear, with a clearness not to be. resisted, that it 
was the design of the Saviour to separate the precious 
from.the vile, the wheat from the chaff;, and to forma A 
church: of /ively stones, to. be: a spiritual house 
Will you:contend, Sir, that it was the design of the » & 


all-wise:God, in forming a. church in the-family,of Abra- 
ham,. particularly in the: “ line. of Isaac and. 


form 2 spiritual. church of:real, believers only; andat the 
same: time to:censtitute all the children of: these: patri- 4 
archs and their descendants, together with all the ser- 
vants born,in:their houses, and bought with their money, | 


members with them ? This, Sir, you wall.please to re 


member,.is the very tenure of'the:constituting covenant, 


asyou consider it, recorded in Genesis xvii. 125.13. 
should haidly suppose you would venture to, advocate 
the sentiment, and. yet. it. seems. your:theory will oblige 


sus Christ, under the gospel dispensation, to set up:a spir- 


water.and ofthe Spirit. One or-the,other it certainly 
behoves you todo, or to. acknowledge: that the gospeb ~ 
church. differs materially in its, «visible igation,” 
from that which. you. suppose to have: been.constituted 


you.please : I mean to maintain my ‘first. position, that 


the gospel church differs so essentially from. what is.callt 
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‘ arguments to prove the contrary, have not afforded the 
least conviction. 


__. On the whole, Sir, I can find no evidence, that a Gitte 
_ was visibly organized in the family of Abraham at the 
time of the institution of circumcision, It does not ap- 
pear, that any visible alteration with regard to the pub- 
) lic worship of God took place ‘at that time, or immedi- 
gly after ; nor indeed for several hundred years. Nor 
do the scriptures, that I can recollect, afford evidence, 
bi that the descendants of Abraham did ever worfhip God — 
4 _publickly and unitedly, until the time of their peregrina- 
tion from Egypt to Canaan. 
€*. The tabernacle was first erected by Moses in the wil- 
Bi derness ; ; and then, and not till then, the service of God 
* was.set in order. The rite of circumcision does not ap- 
mg Pear to have ever been publickly attended ; indeed from 
the-very nature of the rite, we should not suppose it was 
&, ever designed to make a part of public worship. And as 
no other religious rite was instituted at the time, I am 
not a little surprised that you should, with. such an air of 
K fees come assume the position, that by that.covenant a 
church was visibly organized in the family of - Abraham. 
_) Perhaps it might appear to you so self-evident, as"to re- 
quire no proof. It is by no means so to me; nor camit 
be admitted until it be fairly proved. 
| _ You will recollect, Sir, that you have admitted that: 
the term church is not used in the old testament scrip- 
tures; yet you say, other terms of equivalent import 
» are abundantly used.”* Why are you not satisfied to 
7 use those terms, if you believe them to be equivalent ?: 
+ It would, in my judgment, disencumber the subject of: 
"} many embarrassments which arise from the unscriptural: 
» Janguage in which it is now presented to the mind, 
m You ‘know, Sir, that srs, the word used by 
Stephen, Acts vii. 38, which the translators have ren- 
“| dered church, is not of itself sufficiently definite, to de- 
termine the character of any.collection of people 
= to whom it is applied.’ For in Acts xix: 32 & 41, the 
word is rendered assembly. this was 
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for hours had been vociferating, «* Great is Diana of the 


Jesus Christ. 


But the former was a promiscuous irreligio 


be guilty of such ‘Open as is here 
differently applied: No person can absurd as to 4 


» (Acts xix. 32.) (Acts 

- 
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ations 


pagans, who 


Ephesians !” ‘No one, it is presumed, will suppose that a 
this assembly, because it is called an ecclesia or church, 
bore any very striking resemblance to the true church of: 4 

It was indeed an assembly or congregation, 
and so is the church of Christ whien collected together. 


latter is a ot an | 
mentioned by Stephen, does not answer to the character 
which the New Testament has led us to form of the ~~ 
church of Christ. This assembly is m general represent- 
ed, as bemg far from the temper of the gospel. For — 
notwithstanding Moses gave the most clear and incon- 
testable evidence, that he was sent of God to’ be their 
leader and deliverer, ‘yet'this:dying martyr declares, that 
they would Dim, but thrust 
their hearts turned’ back into Egypt unto Aaron, 
make us gods to go for this Moses which 
we wot not what is be. 
come of ‘him. And they madea car in those days, and 


OFFERED SACRIFICE “UNTO" THE and ‘rejoiced in 
the work 


me with degrading,” swhat you call the pre-Christ- 
ian ‘church;”* by ‘giving this*extract from the proto- 
martyr. “However, I very much doubt whether you 
would be willing to hold communion with any body of ~ 

; though bearing the Christian name, oe should ~~ 


that nation 
If the word ecclesia ‘were 2 church, it a 
would afford no in favour’ of your posi- 


tions “it would only show that the same word might be = 


suppose that it is to’be precisely in'the same 
sense: when applied to'a Jewish, to an‘Ephesian; or'toa 
Christian “assembly: It will-hence follow, ‘that if the 
~ veclesia in the wilderness, (Acts vii. 38.) ‘nd the ecclesia 
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IV. 
il. essentially different, then your argument 
derive no strength merely from this solitary instance 
t of its application to. congregation in the wil- 
derness. 
_ that the congregation, (for so Pool’s Continuators render 
_ it) which Moses was with in the wilderness, was princi- 
_,-Pally composed of unbelievers and idolaters, who were 
never suffered to go into the promised. land. We-read,. 
that there went out of Egypt with. Moses six. bun- 
dred thousand foot. THAT WERE MEN, besides children, 
&9'c.* Of. this numerous church or congregation,. you 
will recollect, Sir, that of all the adult males.only Caleb 
_ and Joshua were permitted to go into the land of prom- 
jse:. all that were above twenty years old. when they. left 
Egypt were doomed. for their unbelief to fall inthe wil- 
| derness.t+.. From the manner. of St. Paul’s.noticing the 
conduct of this people, in his first, epistle to.the Corinthi- 
} ans, and the divine displeasure manifested against them, 
| we have little reason to.conclude, that any considerable 
+ number of them were.the real. children of God. Yet, 
this. congregation you. are pleased to. call the pre- 
_ Christian church. A Christian. church containing: only 
2 believers, to 599,998 unbelievers! It would thin our 
- ranks exceedingly, were we to admit that the post-Christ- 
jan. church (as you term it) had but little more than one 
.believer.to “300,000 false professors! And yet if the 
_  eburch, in its visible organization, is to continue the 
 same_under the-gospel, it, is difficult to see why it may 
not be soy unless we. the world to have grown 
#=wmuch better..... 
Qn the. whole, as you have-not.exhibited that plenary 
. evidence. from the scriptures, -which you tell us they af- 
ford.in favour..of your position, that the. gospel 
(for such. it must, be considered, if it.be the same which 
exists) was.‘ visibly..organized in the family of 
_Abraham ;”, and as we find. no such Papier 
feel justified i in the. fact... 
In conformity.to common usage, I haves 


ly in 
“my late Appendix, the Jewish nation, 
Exod. 37. $ Numb. ro—73, 


4 
4 
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used the term church. But no one will be so uncandid- 
as to infer from this a concession in. favour of your po- 
sition ; because. it is fully known, that it was my decid- _ 
ed intention ta prove, that that body, whether called —— 
church or nation, was essentially different from the gospel | 
. » How you can with any show of justice support your 
a charge against me, of merely assuming a distinction be. 
© tween the promise made to Abraham, in the xuith. of 
in _ Genesis, and the covenant of circumcision made and rat- 
. Ged. twenty-four years after, I am totally at a loss to con- 
ceive.. ‘That ] attempted to prove, that there wasa 
. clear distinction you certainly will not deny. And — 
--should, it.be finally concluded that I failed, yet as I en- 
_ deayoured.ina fair and open manner to do it, can I rea- 
sonably,be charged with ‘merely assuming” it? But 
Sar, I mistake exceedingly if I did not succeed im this 
attempt, :andreally prove.a clear distinction ; and one 
t00,:made by the Apostle himself. ‘This distinction, Sir, 
not been able to destroy, notwithstanding all 
_ labour to blendthetwotogether, = 
-. But; Sir; the point which I have now been contesting, | 
though. of vast. importance in. your scheme, and from 
which you draw many of your most potent arguments 
and conclusions, you have indeed assumed.. No attempt 
on your part has been made to prove it, notwithstanding 
. the scriptures, as you inform us, “ afford’the most plena- _ 
ry ‘evidence in s of.it.” Hence] hope we shall 


not be thought uncandid, if we set down for nought all =~ 
the 


arguments and conclusions in both of your books 
which depend on this postulatum for their support. 
Perhaps you.may reply as in another case, “Really, _ 
Siry thiss doing the business off hand.” We certainly _ 
_ feel willing to dispense with any further consideration 
of it, until you bring forward your plenary proof of it. 
_. bave already carried this examination to.a le 
_ that Idid not,intend when I began; ‘and should you 
charge me, as in another instance, of having ‘ fought as 
one who beateth the air,” I «might hesitate in denying 
the charge; for I freely.confess, that in this instance, I 
have had little elsetooppose. 
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‘There are some other things in this letter wink will 


_ be noticed in my review of the next. 
Hoping that what I have offered may have. its due 


| weight mind, 


subscribe respectfully, 


% 
LETTER. V.. 


BEFORE I enter ‘upon the of your Vth: 
Letter, you will permit me to notice a very singular sen- 

_» timent contained in the close of your TVth, ~ 

| i Having given what you call a connected view of the: 
- covenant, and noticed the different places where the 

~ Lord appeared to Abraham, you proceed to say, that 

-) “the promises first made to Abraham four hundred and 

” thirty years before the law was added at Horeb, were 

_ from time to time renewed, until, about twenty-four years 

after they were first given, they were solemnly ratified 

_ and sealed in the form of a covenant; just a$ proposals 

_* first made to-day may be renewed at several different 

times during any given period, and at length may be rati- 
| fied and sealed im the form of a civil contract.” 

“ — Itis extremely unpleasant, Sir, to feel obliged to dis- 

sent from a Christian brother, whose talents and discern- 

ment I truly appreciate, so often as I find myself compel- 

led to do in this Reply. Painful as it is, I must proceed. 

In order to a clear understanding of your statement, 

just quoted, I need not insult you “by: asking, whether 

“a school-boy of ten years old-—would not deserve a 

reprimand,” were he to represent “ promises” and 

“ proposals” as meaning the same thing.* ‘According 


to mode of reasoning, there no ace 


ay 
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‘tually made to Abraham until the sealing of the cove- 
nant with circumcision! Proposals, you know, Sir, can 
become obligatory only by being accepted and ratified 


by the parties. But promises are very different things, — 


Were all the divine communications to Abraham, pre- 
_ vious to. the sealing of the covenant with circumcision, 
to be considered merely in the light of proposals ? Was 


there nothing certain in all that God had promised him | 


until that event rendered it so? Did the faith of that 
_ wenerable patriarch rest only on proposals ? Or at most, 


on conditional promises ?—It ought in justice to be ac- 


knowledged, that ‘* you have advanced something new” 
on the subject: for I believe you are'the first writer 


who has dared, for the sake of giving aid to the covenant _ 


of.<circumcision, to lower down those previous solemn 
promises to mere unratified proposals. — 

Do, Sir, indulge me to place two or three of these 
promises before you, and see if you can discern nothing 
- more permanent and decisive than what is contained in 
mere proposals. ** Now the Lord said unto Abram, Get 


thee out of thy country, and from thy kindred, and from — 9 


thy father’s house, unto a land that I will shew thee: 
4nd I will make of thee a great nation, and I will bless thee, 


and make thy name great ; and thou shalt be a blessing.—And 


in thee shall all families of the earth be blessed.” (Gen. 


I—3.) This promise comprised the Messiah, 
his kingdom ;” yourself being ~ 


and all the blessings of 
judge. ¥ 


About eight years after, as Abram had no heir, he 
to adopt one born in his house. But, “behold, 

the word of the Lord came unto him, saying, This. — 
shall not be thine heir; but he that shall come forth out of 


_ thine own bowels shall be thine heir. “And he brought 
him forth abroad, and said, Look now toward heaven, 


and tell the stars, if thou. be able tonumberthem. And a 
_ he said unto him, So shall thy seed be. And he believed 
in the Lord ; and he counted it to him for righteousness.” 


faith in the divine promise ;, yet this is often referred to 
by the inspired writers as a semarkable instance of his 


(chap. xv. 4——-6.) Although I do not suppose that this 4 
_ was the first instance in which the patriarch exercised 
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_ ous posterity, God was pleased to add, ** I am the Lorp 
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. confidence in the truth and veracity of God. (See Rom. 
iv. 3. Gal. iii. 6. and James ii. 


To the above gracious promises of an Jeir, and a numer- 


_ that brought thee out of Ur of the Chaldees, to give thee 


4 nants at this period were ratified ; ViZ by the passing of 
_ the parties between the parts of slain beasts.* _Accord- 
"> ingly, at God’s command,” Abram took a heifer, a she- 
_, goat, and a ram, each of them of three years old ; togeth- 
| er with a surtle-dove and a young pigeon, and prepared 
|, them for sacrifice.. The beasts he divided, and laid the 
» parts in order against each other ; and then, in all prob- 
ability, passed between them himself. . After which, while 


__ this land to inherit it.”. (Gen. xv. 7.) To this declaration 
| Abram replied, «Lord God, whereby shall I know that 

+I shall inherit it ?” In order to give him the fullest con- 
fidence in the divine declaration, the Lord condescended 
- to confirm it by the awful solemnities with which cove- 


waiting at the place for some visible token of confirma- 
tion on God’s part, a deep sleep fell upon him, and an hor- 


Dror of great darkness. In this trance, the afflicted state 


of his posterity in Egypt, and their final deliverance, were 


~ revealed to him. When lo, to his unspeakable joy, im- 


mediately after the going down of the sun, “ Bebolda 


smoking furnace, and a BURNING LAMP, passed between 


* The word (saith an elegant writer) trans!ated to made a covenant 
in all the three learned languages, Hebrew, Greek, and Latin, that is, 
according to the uniform application of it in the Old Testament,and . 
the constant phraseology of the most approved Greek and Roman au. . 
thors, signifies to evs, to separate by cutting asunder, to stride down. 
The word covenuat in the original Hebrew, according as we derive it 
from one or two words of similar form or sound, signifies either a puri- 
fer, that is & purifying victim ; and the phrase to mule a covenant will 
import, to dill, strike, cut off a purifying victim; or it may signify a 
grant of favour, a deed of gift freely bestowed and ratitied by 
the most high God. Dr. Hunter, 

The Hebrew nna and the Greek dsadaxx, might be properly render- 

The covenant with Noah and every living thing, can be considered 
in no other light than an established law. There were no conditions 
annexed to it. By God’s covenant ef day and night (Jer. xxxiii. 20.) 
the established ordinances of heaven are undoubtedly to be understood. . 


Vid. Brown’s Scrip. Dict. om the word covenant, 
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those pieces! And the same day the Lord made a covenan; 
with Abram, saying, Unto thy seed have I given this land, 
the river of Egypt, river, the river 


Euiphrates. (Ver. 18,19.) 
Could any doubt respect the fulGlment' of thie 
remain on the mind of Abram, after beholding 3 


this si nt symbol of the divine presence, the du | 

lamp, pass between the pieces of the'sacrifice? 3 
dare not entertain such a dishonourable thought of the | 
‘father of the faithful.” No: for the Apostle has as. | 
sured us that “ be staggered not at the promise of Ged 


Are all these promises, Sir, ratified with doch vast SOs 
Jemmity, to be considered only as proposals made from | 
time to'time respecting a covenant to be ratified at some | 
future period ? From the sentiments of respectful esteem 
which I fave ever entertained for your piety, learning, 
and ‘talents; it is, F assure you, my dear Sir, with a mix- | 
ture ‘of concern and astonishment, that I have traced 

your attempts to explain away the certainty of these  § 
glorious promises made and ratified to Abraham with “* 
such unusual solemnity. ‘T'o reduce them from the *§ 
high character of immutable promises to the mere form | 
of conditional proposals, or parts of an unfinished, un- 
ratified covenant! Can it be, that nothing as yet was 4 
made certain to Abraham ? Interesting proposals are ine 
deed allowed to have been made, * that the Lord would a 
bless and make bis name great, and that in bim all na- 
tions should be blessed. But how or by what means he ~ 
had not been informed, nor could he have had any dise 7 
tinctidea”* Although unlimited confidence in the good- 7 
ness and faithfulness of ‘God might justify Abraham in 
acceding to any proposals he might think ‘proper to sub- 
mit‘to him ; in ‘eases,@ prudent man would 
certainly not be blamed for hesitating in 2 matter, of : 
which he could have no distinct idea.” 
Proposals,” if I understand the nature are | 
obligatory on the party proposing, only as they are ac- 
_ ceded to by the other party. If made for a limited © 
* Letter, paz. 
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ime, they bind the party from whom they proceed, for 
jrhat time, and no longer, unless accepted and ratified. 
at made without limitation, they are binding only at the’ 
stime when offered. If not accepted then, the party pro- 
posing is at liberty to continue, to roe or to wal 
_ghis proposals, at pleasure. 
_@ These observations will help us to discern. with more 
_ @eclearness the force of your other arguments, drawn from — 
you call “ a connected view of the covenant 
Abraham.” ‘This argument, on examinations ap- 
s to be much more plausible than solid. It is con- 
ceived, that premises which, separately considered, may 
ae allowed to be generally true, by am ingenious man- 
ement may be so arranged as to givea false conclusion. 
That all the- promises and communications of every 
“Mind which God made to Abraham during the whole 
-geourse of his life, were parts of one great connected plan, 
pis undoubtedly true; and so were all the promises and — 
_jother communications made by. God from the creation, 
_ gto the days of Abraham, and from that time to the clos- 
“ging up of the volume of revelation: but it will not necessa- 
+srily follow, that all these promises were comprised in the 


| covenant of circumcision, any more than that the ‘ pro- 


ig | inite.and obscure. . No section of the globe was designat- 


4 visions” of that covenant were comprised in those which 
were antecedent or subsequent to it. ‘The: fact isy as 
4, asserted by the Apostle, that Ged at sundry times, and in 
_» divers manners spake unto the fathers, by the prophets, re- 
_»; specting the coming of the Messiah, and the salvation of 
the elect through hin. 

The great plan of redemption, in the.eter- 
-») nal mind, began to unfold immediately after the fall of 
“y} man. The promise of a Saviour was at first but dimly 
»j seen, as the mere dawning of the day of grace; but as 
-» the time for its accomplishment drew near, it shone with 
4) greater clearness and glory. The declaration, that the 
» seed of the woman should bruise the serpent’s head, though 


_» sufficient to inspire a ray of hope, was nevertheless indef- 


q ed as the place of his birth, nor any portion of the hu- 
man family distinguished as the ects of the Mes- 
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| siah. But when God called Abraham, he was please ” fe 
to let him know, that this high honour was conferrg 
— onhim. Jn bim the families of the earth were to be blessed 
‘When this promise was renewed, at the time of the of ¢ 
fering up of Isaac, it was confirmed with the solemniy 
of an oath, and expressed as follows: “* dnd in thy sem 
shall all the nations of the earth be blessed. As Isaac, (a near. 
er progenitor) was now born,the Messiah according to th — 
flesh was no longer to be considered as in the loins o 
. Abraham ; therefore, it is not said in thee, but in thy 
seed, shall all nations be blessed.* But as the seed of 
the. h was to numerous as the stars of 
| heaven, it was still uncertain what branch of his fami) 
Messiah should spring from ; hence in due time infini 
‘goodness saw fit to give the promise a still more limited 
‘application. Jacob, in his dying benediction, foretold 
_ that the-sceptre should not depart nor a law 
from between bis feet, until ‘Shilo came.., From the 
aumerous tribe of ,at length the royal familyo 
David was selected, given him by th 
‘Spirit of God, that ‘the Messiah. should be his off spring. ee. 
That a virgin of his descendants. should be honoured to 
bring forth the child, whose name was tobe called 
vet! Bethlehem, the city where David was also 
as the 


progress of this. great of 

But why this vast plan should be ht to cen — 
‘rein; or to emanate from the covenant made with Abralt be 
“ham when circumcision was instituted, is not easy to con 5 
ceive, unless to support some favourite h Wee 

_ ‘are-willing to give that covenant its full share, and con-— 4 
‘sider it’as one of those gracious manifestations God wa 
_ Pleased to make, preparatory to the. coming of his Son, : 
‘and the setting up of his gospel kingdom. 
Having premised these: things, I proceed to consider} 
more the propriety and strength of your 
gument, drawn from what you term: “a connected view 
of the covenant.” In this “ view,” you camel 4 

* Gen. xxiis 18. 
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“ferent promises made to Abraham, during the spac e of 
fore than twenty years, as ‘ proposals” made rand re- 
Hewed at several different times, and at length ‘ rati- 
fied and sealed.” * 
} On your mode of reasoning, I “~ the liberty to ask 
@ question, and I presume it will be deemed a fair one. 
“Phe question is, Whether any thing can be considered as 
‘Binding on parties covenanting, which is not expressed in 
the particular instrument to which the seal is affixed ? 
7 ae no doubt, Sir, but in any other case you would 
ree with me, that nothing could be considered as 
anted to, or binding on the parties, in consequence of 
y previous proposals, excepting what is expressed in the 
fnstrument to which they seal To admit any other 
Principle in “ civil contracts,” would be deemed highly 
absurd ; and would be attended with the most pernicious 
ences. Give up this principle, and a door would 
be opened for endless evasions and litigations. It could 
t be known, in case of a difference of opinion, what 
as covenanted; as proposals made from time to time 
| “might differ from each other, as well as from those which 
“might be finally agreed to at the time of ratification, 
_ ‘To apply the foregoing reasoning :—-I trust, that in the 
_ preceding pages, it has been made sufficiently clear, that 
‘the great promise, Ja thee, and in thy seed, shall nations be 
blessed, was not * specially particularized at the time the 
‘covenant was sealed with circumcision,” taking your own. 
of each as the rule by which to judge. 
g Should we even allow your mode of reasoning, and admit. 
that that promise was among the. previous‘ proposals,” 
yet as it was not particularized in the instrument, at the 
| e time the covenant was sealed, it cannot be considered as 
a partof it, without destroying all the established 
~~ rules by which we judge of covenants betwixt man and 
3 man. It is conceived, that the covenant of circumcision, 
which was twenty-four years after this promise, could — 
@ not give effect to it, unless it had been specially recog- 
= nized im it; nor had it to render it of none effect, 
any more than the law could, was hundred 


>. = 


af 


tothe covenant of.circumcis- 


In your “ connected view of this covenant,” you have 
not ‘only made it to'embrace all the previous promisg 
made to Abraham, but have given it a still more extra 
ordinary extent, so as to embrace the 
cations which God made to the world through him for 
nearly halfa century! I knownot why, upon the same 

principle, you might not extend this covenant much fur. __ 
ther backward and forward, as well as to begin and end —- 
where you have done ; for if this distinct unconditional 
promise, given to Abraham long before the covenant of 
circumcision either made or ratified, is tobe consid. __ 
ered asa part of ‘it, no fair reason can be assigned, why — 
any ‘other previous promise, relating to the same impor. 
tant subject, especially one which is allowed to be “the 
same for substance,” should not also be included «in it. | 

Should it be asked, wherein the promise under con. 
sideration differs from the prom 


ises in the covenants of 
circumcision ?' I answer,:the one in dispute, which was 
quoted. by the Apostle, Gal. iii. 8. referred primarily, ifnot 
folely, to the Meffiah, who was to spring from Abraham, © — 
and in whom alone all the families of the earth were tobe 
blesseds' But ‘this promise did not contain a grant of the 
land of Canaan, nor give Abraham a right to circumcise 
his male offspring: soon the other hand, though the 
covenant of circumcision contained both of these, it did 
But» you have anticipated this objection, and hence _ 
reply, ** But unquestionably, Sir, this great promife be- _ 
to with Abraham and his _ 
then,to what covenant did this 
promise belong?” Possibly this question to you might ~ 
contain a-very serious’ difficulty; but I must confess— 
have not discernment enough to'see it. Will you per- 
mit me; dear Sir, to'ask;to what covenant did that prom- 
ise (as you call it) in Gen. «iii: t52 belong? to what cove 
enant do all the gracious*promises which God has ever | 
made concerning the’ kingdom of Christ belong? must 


ion’? or is a promisé of ethought to be less.certain, 
because not reduced to the specific form of a covenant ? oe 
‘Surely not. It hath pleased a sovereign Ged to reveal 4 
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his gracious designs of mercy in various ways to guilty _ 
men. The truth is equally sure, whether communicated 
in the form of a solemn declaration, (Gen, ili. 15.) or in 
a prophetic promise ; (Gen. xii. 3.) whether styled a cov- 
‘enant, and ratified by the solemnity of passing between the 
parts of slain beasts ; (Gen. xv. 17, 18.) or by the token 
” of circumcision in the flesh ; (Gen. xvii. 11.) or if even 
“confirmed by the solemnity of an oath, (Gen. xxul. 18.) 
‘it_must, after all, rest upon the veracity of God ; he could 
swear by none greater than himself. Equal credit is to 
__ be attached to all that he hath said. Or must we con- 
clude, that our faith will unavoidably waver, unless sup- 
_ ported by some visible covenant ¢cken continually before 
our eyes ? No, surely: for we remember who hath 
said, “ Blessed are they who have not seen, and yet 
have believed.” | 
_ In all the covenants recorded in the scriptures, as sub- 
sisting between God and many there is nothing, that I 
__ recollect, that bears the least analogy to your description 
*) of the one made with Abraham. [n,no one instance 
- ) where God has condescended to covenant with man, have 
previous ‘ proposals” been made for his consideration. 
’ In the commencement of your Discourses, you have 
given,to be sure, a very ample account of a covenant made 
_ ~ with Adam, and of the conditions of it ; the correctness of 
_ which, I shall not stop here to examine: but will only 
fay, you appear to’ possess a knowledge of that important 
_ transaction, which Moses never had, or at least which 
_» he never communicated to the world. The account 
_» given by the sacred historian reveals the will of God 
~ to man; not as *¢ proposals” for a covenant, but in the 
- authoritative.form of Jaw. And the Lord God cOMMAND- 
_ ED the man, saying, Of every tree of the garden, thou mayest 
freely eat ; but of the tree of the knowledge of good and evil 
) THOU SHALL NOT EAT OF IT: for in the day thou eatest 


“thereof sHALT SURELY DIE. | 

7%  ##When God made a covenant with Noah, and with 

= every living creature, we hear nothing of previous propo- 

™ sals: for it wes no sooner propcsed than made. And 

9 Ged spake unto Noah, and to his sons with him, saying, And 
DL, bebold I, establish my covenant-with you, and with your seed 
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after you ; ‘aid with every living creature that is with you, 


visible to all mankind. 


“The blessings promised to Abraham, at the time he — a 
was called to leave his kindred and country, are by your ~~ 
statement all made conditional, although, as stated by Mo- =” 


\ ses, they havenot the least appearance of it. There is 


not a singlé IF, which is'the-sign of a condition, in the 
whole account. Every sentence reveals the wi// and 
of God, and stands impressed with regal author- 


purpose 

ity. Get thee out from thy kindred, and from thy father’s 

house, was the divine mandate. And by faith 

and went out, not knowing whither be went, 
e covenant recorded in the xvth chapter of Bénkik, 

is in‘ the same form ; emafiating’entirely from the good 


will of God. No previous proposals: were submitted, 
nor any doubtful:conditions: annexed. The promise of 


an heir from his own body, and of a numerous posterity 
_ which ‘should spring from his loins, together with a grant 


of the land of ‘Canaan, were all unconditionally pocured 


to the patriarch by a solemn covenant. 
After the ratification of this covenant, we have no ac- 


count of any divine appearance, or special commanication _ 


made ‘to Abraham, ‘for the space of about sixteen: years. 


Is it possible, Sir, that’ during this period, all the sole 


engagements which God ‘had ‘made to this eminent saint, 
were considered’ by him as unfinished transactions ? as 
only mere proposals, *“to'be adjusted and ratified anoth- 
er day? Or, is it possible to conceive, that :any one of 
thésé promises should’ have failed, had it not pleased the 


Almighty to have given some farther confirmation, and . 


to have’ ratified them in some dierent fa 
should suppose not. 

From a careful examination of heee't interesting trie. 
actions, as recorded’ in the Bible, it is difficult to con- 


cerve, how the ‘idea should have ever entered your mind, 


that” “¢ the Promises first made to Abraham,;— from 


A 
vou "Gen, ‘kx. 


&c.* As this covenant was not only made with Nozh, 
who was found righteous, but with all the human race. ~ 
without limitation; God was pleased to:set bis Bowin. the. 
cloud, as a token of this cournant, and to render 1 


x 
2, 
7 
“ 
j 
4 t 
aw 
2 
Pe 
i 
3 
Bes 


4 
4 
+ 
Cat 
fo 
‘ 
4 
4 
7 
4 
Fis 
4a 
me 


LETTER V. 43 


time to time renewed,” are to. be considered «just as 
proposals first made to-day, and which may be renewed 
at several different times, during any given period, and 


at length may be ratified.” 


# But if the promise in dispute did not belong to this 
covenant thus ratified and sealed, you ask, ‘To what 


covenant did it belong ?”. Although an implicit answer 


* has been given to this question, I am not unwilling to 
’ answer it more explicitly.. Should I say it belonged to a 


covenant that was four hundred and thirty years before 


4 the law; you will probably ask again, «* What covenant | 


was that ? in what was it different from the covenant 
afterward ratified and sealed with the sign of circumceis-- 


_ion ?.and for what purpose was it instituted ?” ‘The differ- 
ence between this and the covenant of circumcision, Itrust 
‘has been-made sufficiently clear, in the preceding pages. 
~~ 1.am not obliged to show for what particular purpose it 
-Was instituted. _ All that I am.concerned to‘do at present, 


is, only to show that it is called a:covenant in distinction 
from that recorded in the xviith chapter of Genesis. It 
is thus distinguished by the Apostle in your context, Gal. 


© iii. 17, in the words following; And this I say, that the 


.COVENANT that was confirmed before of God in Christ, the 
law; which was four hundred and thirty years after, cannot 


disannul, that it should make the PROMISE of none effect. 


.Now, Sir, you will please to recollect, that the covenant 
recorded in the xviith of Genesis, according to your 
own argument, was not ratified and confirmed until it was 
“ sealed with the sign of circumcision.” But, it is 
plain that circumcision was unknown to any creature liv- 
ing at the time; and for years after the Apostle assures 
-us that this covenant was CONFIRMED OF Gop IN CHRiIsT. 
Had the Apostle admitted your connected view, (as you 
are pleased to call it,)-why should he place this covenant, 
which was ‘confirmed of God in Christ,” at a period 
which cannot possibly agree with the time when that 
covenant was confirmed with the sign of circumcision ? 
‘Why, shouldhe so particularly specify the time -when 
this covenant was confirmed, if he considered all the.prom- 
ises made to Abraham for the space of fifty years as parts 
of one covenant ? Would it not have been sufficient, to 
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have referred to this covenant generally, as you have » 
done in your Discourses. You have constantly argued 
from this promise, in support of your doctrine of the per. 
petuity of that covenant of which circumcision was the rat- ~~ 
_ifying token. And all this too, without giving the leat 
intimation, that “this great gospel promise,” was not ~ 
'$© particularly specified at the time, that that was sealed 
with the-sign of circumcision.” Perhaps you thought it ~~ 
unimportant. But the question forces itself upon us,— 
why should the Apostle deem it so important as to dis- 
_ tinguish it with such accuracy? I conceive there can 
be no fair answer, but only, because in his view it was 
distinct. 
- I have one proof more to offer in favour of my posi- 
tion; and that shall be drawn from the testimony of an- 
other Apostle. Iam sensible the passage I am about to => 
quote has been pressed into your service, but I think * 
improperly.* refer tothe exhortation of Peterto the _ 
Jews, when assembled at the gate of the temple. “2% 
are,” said he, ‘* the children of the prophets, and of the (~ 
COVENANT which God made with our fathers, saying unto © 
Abraham, AND IN THY SEED SHALL ALL THE KINDREDS __ 
OF THE EARTH BE BLESSED.” I presume, Sir, you will | 
not deny, that the Apostle here referred to that “great 
gospel promise” of the Saviour, first made to Abraham 
at the time of his ca//, and renewed at the time of his 
offering up his son about fifty years after. Had he re- 
ferred to the intervening covenant of circumcision, no 
doubt but he would have quoted some promise contain- 
ed in that covenant. If, instead of the present, he had 
said, ** Ye are the children of the prophets, and of the 
covenant which God made with our fathers, saying unto 
_ Abraham, A FATHER OF MANY NATIONS HAVE I MADE 
THEE 5" in this case it would have been in point. It is 
hence evident, that the Apostle did not refer toa ise OG 
which respected Abraham as the “ constituted patriarch 
of the church,” but to one which respected Christ as | 
_ the appointed Saviour of lost sinners. As the matter 
‘now stands, I shall rest entirely satisfied, that the distinc- 
tion which I before made between the two promises is 


See Letter VI p. 33 
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4 verfectly just, and that what you. are pleased to call a 
‘mere ‘ assumed distinction,” is fairly supported by the 
testimony of two \Apostles. 


+ Although in my Sirictures I have sometimes used the 
* word covenant, yet generally I have made use of the sim- 
ple term promise, as more frequently used in the New 
~ Testament. .I have also now given you my reasons for 
calling this promise a covenant. Should you again ask, 
~ What covenant it was? I shall think it a sufficient answer 
to say, Chat it was that covenant that was confirmed of God 
\ in Christ four hundred and thirty years before the law was 
© givenat Sinai. This could not be the covenant of circum- 
_ cision, unless confirmed twenty-four years before its “ rati- 
* I was, Sir, upon the point of dismissing this article ; 
~~ but recollecting a question that you have brought up in 
_ another Letter relative to the same .argument, I have 
_ thought proper to answer ithere. Speaking of the above 
promise, you ask, Was the promise, then, Jn thee, and in 
©) thy seed shall all nations be blessed, merely personal, or was 
") it of a public nature ? Did it belong to Abraham only as 
© a favoured individual, or did it belong to him in his 
* public capacity, as the patriarch and representative of the 
* church ?” I answer, To neither, strictly speaking. It 
* could not belong exclusively to him’as an individual, be- 
» cause it was not a promise that he alone should be bless- 
* ed: But that she nations should be blessed in him; that is, 
) as after explained, in his seed, which meant Christ. Nor — 
— could it belong to him as the:** patriarch of the church,” 
- because, by your own.concession, he was not thus consti- 
tuted until more than twenty years after the promise was 
made. . The plain solution then of your question, is.this; 
The promise was a prophetic one 3 containing a prediction 
of the Messiah, and of the blessings of his kingdom. 
And we are taught by aninspired Apostle, that proph- 
ecy of the scripture is of any private interpretation, | 
From: the view which we have now taken of the sub- 
ject, Lask, Sir, if 1t:does:not appear, with:a clearness not 
be-resisted, that you did actually mistake the. promise 
in your’ text, and. that by all -your laboured ts 
you have not 7, able to extricate -yourself, from the 


w 3 


nant with Isaac and Jacob,” proves nothing more than 
the renewal of the prophetic promise under consideration 


longed to the covenant of circumcision.* Indeed, Sir, I 
should suppose that a moment’s reflection on the first text 


will be with thee and bless thee ; for unto thee and un. 
to thy seed will I give these countries, and wall perform the 
(OATH which I sware unto Abraham thy father.” 


but at the time when Isaac was presented as a victim up- 
-on,the altar at Moriah, more than twenty years after the 
ratification of that covenant. At this time too, the 
“ great gospel promise” was ed to Isaac, which had 
been confirmed to Abraham by 


Christ, emphatically called THE sRED OF ABRAHA 
meant. 


fully agre 
“infelicity when 


with you, Sir, that “ it is a very great 


@ sentiment or scheme, sup 


Testament and New.” The public will apply this 
mark as they think proper. 


* See Letter VL. p. 3x - 


which I supported against you in my 
Your assertion with respect to the * renewal of the cove. _, 


to these patriarchs ; but furnishes no proof that it be 


which you have quoted, must convince you that it proves 

_ exactly the opposite for which you brought it. Suffer. _ 
me, Sir, to place it again before you : “ The Lord appear- ___ 
ed unto Isaac,—-——and said, Sojourn in this land, and | | 


To what period does this refer ? when was it that the é 
Lord sWare unto Abraham ? You know, Sir; it was not 
the time when the covenant of circumcision was ratified, 


by 
bold assertion, goes directly in the face of both the Old 4 


2 
th 
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an oath.—Jy thy 
shall all the nations of the earth be blessed. This passage, © 
to me, Carries on its face a complete refutation of your ~~ ci 
novel sentiment, that this promise was made to Abraham 
as the patriarch of the church: unless Isaac and Jacob | 
were in the same sense “ constituted patriarchs of the Vi 
_ Considered in any other light than a prophetic 
promise, there would be just as much propriety in saying, |) ti 
be blessed, a8 in Abraham ; for the same things are said |) 
of their seed, as of his. But beyond all controversy, in 
every instance where these expressions are used, not the = ' 
natural or even. the spiritual seed of these patriarchs, but 7) 
M, is 
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3 Unwilling to lose sight of your argument till I had: 
considered it in all its possible bearings, I have already 
drawn this Letter to an improper length, and shall there- 
fore omit any remarks on your fifth Letter until my next. 


_‘T remain, dear Sir, respectfully yours, &c.. 


| 


LETTER 


AND: DEAR SIR, | 
WHAT you are pleased to call “a connected’ view 
_wof God’s covenant transactions with Abraham,” has been 
pretty fully considered in my last, and shown to be utterly 
Anadmissible. [trust it has also been made fully to appear, 
that. though the different communications, which God 
was pleased to maketo Abraham, from time to time, for 
Mthe space of fifty years, were parts of one great plan, as 
were undoubtedly all the other communications. he ever 
}made to any of the human race ;. yet it. by no means fol-. 
lows, that they. were parts of.the. covenant. of. circun> 
\ The impropriety of supposing;.that:by the transactions 
- recorded in the xviith chapter of Genesis.“‘ a church was- 
visibly organized in. the family. of. Abraham,” has also 
» been sufficiently exposed :. for these reasons I pass unno- 
s ticed, what you have advanced in your. Vth Letter, which. 
is now. under consideration, on.the-same_points, 
_ T have also duly. noticed your question, respecting the 
*¢ removal.of.the church from the glorious.foundation on: 
which, fortwo thousand years. before, it had securely rest- 
ed,” andof placing it on ‘entirely different and merely 
temporal-ground.” I:hope, Sir, it, has-been satisfactori- 
ly shown, that.no such sentiment has ever, been advanc- 
ed or advocated by me. Although I have. constantly 
maintained,. that the Jewish nation, taken collectively, _ 
could not be considered as the gospel church, or.as“rest- | 
ing on:this glorious foundation ;”, yet I-have never dis- 
puted, bus that every believing individual of. that.nation, 
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aswell-as all other believers, at all times, did rest. i 
that foundation, and upon-no other. You must certain, 
ly ‘know, Sir, that this is not the question in dispute. | _ 
is not whether believers, either Jews or Gentiles, don: | 
make a part-of the church universal, (as it is called,) an ~ 
of course rest upon this foundation; but whether th; | 
can with propriety be said of the Jewish church, which, | 
by its visible organization, comprised the whole nation) | 
While I freely concede to the former, I am constrained | ne 
to deny the latter. a 
_ T now proceed to the consideration of some things in | 
your Vth Letter; particularly, to inquire whether “the 7. 
promise, Jn thee, and in thy seed shall all nations be blessed; 
was ** comprised in the comprehensive promises express %& / 
ly*mentioned” in the covenant of circumcision ? Upon 
this you remark, “ You yourself, indeed, seem to be ap gio: 
prehensive, that it might be comprised in the compre ~§ / 
hensive promise, .4 father of amany nations have I mak pis 
thee.” And add, but this promise you attempt toex 
plain-away by connecting it with other promises.” Sir, 
did I+‘ connect” it-with any thing but what it stands com” 
nected with in the covenant of circumcision? I presume Jon 
you will not pretend it. Is it not then a very extraor- “per 
dinary conclusion, that I explained away its force, mere’ “@you 
ly by showing its connexion with the other promises @ 
given at the same time ? But in what manner is it sup %//_ 
posed that I explained it away ? Probably you meant sho 
the following sentence,—* For notwithstanding it is said, Gtuz 
A father-of many nations have I made thee ; and although) @con 
this might, in a metaphorical sense, allude to his being the | omhe 
father of believers of all nations; yet it must be observed, Hf y 
_ that at stands immediately connected with the follow. @wh 
img words; And I will make thee exceeding fruitful, and it 1 
WHEMAKE NATIONS OF THEE, and kings shall come. out of “Bbe 
_ thee. These expressions,’ I added, ‘ taken together,do not | ed : 
amount to-a promise, that the nations which should spring | ypone 
from Abraham’s loins, or any others, (that is, any other | 
nations) shouldbe blessed in‘him.’ “After giving a man- 
_gled and imperfect view of this statement, you reply, ous! 
Had not ‘your manner, Sir, been so positive, I- might 
possibly have used»the freedom, under authority of the | @that 
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WApostle, directly to contradict your assertion.” I am 
glad, on the whole, you did not; for I think you would 
- found it extremely difficult to have engaged the 
“Apostle in support of your assertion. 
"* Besides, the measure you have taken, it must be allow- 
id, is much more respectful, «* But as the case now is, 
May you,) I take leave to ask, if, by the promise, 4 father 
"@f many nations I have made or constituted thee, Abraham 
Was made, or constituted, the father of believers of all na- 
tions, then were not believers of all nations by the same 
Mivine promise constituted Ais children and heirs ?” Should 
"we consent here to admit your premises, we should still 
"#eel safe-in denying your conclusion, which is as follows ; 
™® And if by this promise, de/ievers of all nations are con- 
$tituted the children of Abraham, and heirs of his bless- 
‘bgs, then does it not clearly amount to a promise, that 
him all nations should be blessed? Is it not by becoming 
‘Bis children and heirs that any are blessed in him?” 
a Few of your arguments, Sir, have appeared more as- 
monishing than this. Yet, from the complacency with 
mwhich you seem to regard it, I have no doubt but you 
seonsidered it absolutely unanswerable. But, Sir, by your 
™ermission, I will proceed to examine it.—lIs it true, in 
wyour opinion, that the sum of the first GREAT GOSPEL 
SPROMISE made to Abraham, Jn thee, or in thy seep shall 
Roll nations be blessed, means no more than that Abraham 
"should be * constituted” the father of believers in a spir- 
Situal sense, and that in the same sense they should be 
mconsidered as his children ?—If this be not your opinion, 
mhen your argument must be viewed as wholly irrelevant. | 
if you assert this as your opinion, will it not contradict 
pwhat you have said in other parts of your book ? And will 
it not involve difficulties and absurdities which you will 
be unwilling to meet ? But as this subject has been treat- 
ed at great length in my last, I shall here mention only 
one serious difficulty, which appears to me to be suffi- 
ient to refute the sentiment. In order for any to be 
Abraham’s children, in the above sense, they must previ- 
pusly be Christ’s. If ye be Christ's, then are ye Abraham's 
eed, and heirs according to the promise: viz. that in him, 
that is, in his seed, WHICH Is CHRIST, ail nations should be 
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that believers, as the Aeirs of salvation, are under t 


Sed in him, was not a blessing to be derived from Abr ful 
_ham, as something deposited in his hands, and whicly h 


its cause but notwithstanding this relation, it wil 


| was aware,” Sir, that the Apostle had quoted ini @ 
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Blessed. This consists in bea 
chosen, called, pardoned, justified, sanctified, a adopt prov 
-into the family of Christ. And as every believer is py 
sessed of the same faith by which Abraham was justify Al 
they are consequently considered as his children, a wil 
heirs according to the promise.* 

In order to illustrate this sentiment, let it be observa 


guardianship of angels ; but the guardianship of ang =: 
«never made them believers, but is only to be consider - 
as a consequential privilege of their being believers. § 

am the case before us, our being Abraham’s spiritual set 7 
is not the ground or cause of our believing, but our belie gh; 


_ ing is the very ground of our being considered the chi jigr 


dren of Abraham. on 
In.order to render the subject still plainer, if possibk bel 
F add; once more, The dlessing of Abrabam, or to be ble 


as the father of the faithful, could bequeath or bestor jgpr 
at pleasure ; but to be blessed with the same blessing thi 
Abraham himself was. Hence, 1 conceive, it does m @ 
appear, that the Apostle considered the promise, 4 fath 
of many nations have I made thee, “ as clearly amountin 4 
:to.a promise, That in him all nations should-be blessed.” 
That these two promises have some relation to ead ¥ 
other, will not be denied: so has.every «fect some rek gn 


forever remain distinct. To use an expression of youn! 


parenthensis the passage under consideration from tk ™@ 
covenant of circumcision, and applied it as an illustratio 4 
‘of his subject. It must be apparent, however, from th | 
manner.in which he has quoted and applied it, that he lait 
No very great stress upon it. Nor dol perceive that hi 
“ held an opinion opposite” to mine ; for I considered thi | iq 
* this might, if a metaphorical, sense, allude to Abraham' 7 
being the father of believers.in all nations’ and thisé | 
precisely the sense in which it still appears.to me tha | 
the used it. But 


Gal. iii, 29. 
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ia Sid understood it as of the ih import’ of that “ great 
tt which included the Messiah, and all the: bles- 
of hiskingdom.” | 
what has already been stated, is kept in “mind, it 
7 wal, it is. conceived, utterly destroy your conclusion, that 
ithe promises, 4 father of many nations have I made thee, 
mand, In thee shall all nations be blessed, are clearly cor- 
ee promises ; and, as such, the one essentially im- 
the: other.” We trust it has been satisfactorily 
¥ pBoved that these do not imply each other, but are en- 
tikely distinct. That the first of these promises included 
t tlie Messiah and all the blessings of redemption in him 5 
: While, on account of the pre-eminent faith which Abra- 
| Bam had previous to his circumcision, the last conferred 
0m him the honour of being considered as the father of 
| B@lievers of all nations. This important distinction I 
: leave to recommend to your most serious and prayer- — 
(fal attention. 
we As I have already anticipated the principal things 
Meentained in your 6th Letter, I will here just subjoin 
“@@o or three additional remarks, and then relieve your 
Batience. 
> Your design in this Letter is evidently thie same as in — 
the former, viz. to prove that ‘the ancient gospel PROM- 
ase, In thee, and in thy seed shall all nations be blessed, 
<= included in the covenant established with Abraham 
ind his seed, and sealed with the sign of circumcision,”* 
' Your first argument is founded on Rom. iv. 11, = | 
B hich I shall here make only one remark. ‘Taking it 
‘ fc granted that the Apostle-considered, that by the cov- 
Bnant of circumcision, Abraham was “constituted the 
, ather of believers of all mations,” you ask, ‘ Does he 
mot say, or clearly teach, that all this was done, that unto 
Welievers of all nations, as the patriarch’s constituted seed, 


| ighteousness, even the righteousness of faith, might be im- 
puted ?” Tt appears tome, Sir, that you place the Apostle 
in a very awkward situation ; for you make him argue 

Bhat men may be believers without having the righteous- 

ness of faith : for have you not elsewhere said, that none 


t true believers are the children of Abrahgmn? And 
See Letter P. 29. 
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are they true believers without having the righteceitigil i 
of faith? Are such to be considered merely as candj.07 
dates, or as persons duly qualified for the righteousnes iy 
of faith ?.. Alas, what inconsistencies are you driven into, 7 
in order to.defend your theory ? . Permit me, Sir, to ask, 9 
once more, if all believers, from the first moment of ther 
of the righteousness of faith?5 
e declare, that dy that is, Christ, 
all that believe are justified from all things a 
they could not be justified by the law of Moses? — And amy 
believers justified without the imputation of righteous. 
Ness ? Abraham's faith is spoken of as the. particular) 
act in which righteousness was imputed to hin. 9 
the Apostle is particularly careful to state, that he 
had this faith when in uncircumcision, seemingly wi 
a design to exclude that transaction from any . sharejmf 
it, But.you make the ground on which righteousness j 
is imputed to us to depend on our being Abraham's seed, 
and not on our believing. If these are not. your views, | 
I confess I have not been: able to comprehend your rea 
soning ;..and yet if they are, I must say they appear! 
both unscriptural and absurd. Your remarks on the ae 
‘t renewal of the covenant with Isaac,” I have considered 9 
in another.place. . My answer to them aril equally 


believing, are not 
Does not the Apostl 


from whidt 


to what you have said concerning Jacob. _ 


It only remains to notice yout’. observations on the 


rapturous. declaration of Zacharias at the time of the 


circumcision of his son, who, he was assured, was sent to : 


prepare the way for the Saviour... After quoting the 
words recorded in Luke i. 68—73, (excepting the 71st 


: verse) you proceed to the following conclusion : ¢ In this 


passage again we have clear and decisive proof, that all 


| the mercy to be performed by the coming of the Messi- | 


ah had been promised to the fathers, had been 


to the church by the holy prophets from the beginni 
the world, and was Fe he in the net 


: ed to Abraham and his seed by the sign of circumcision, 
‘and confirmed by an cath.” What is allthis to the point | 
ing © promises to the fathers, and agreeably to 
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lim that God in-sending his Son remembered bis holy covenant 
Se with Abraham, i. e. that, In bim, all families of the earth 
Se should be blessed, and which covenant or promise hé after- 
we wards confirmed by an cath. But we can perceive no 
kind of proof, that because the Apostle mentions the 
holy covenant with Abrabam, he muft necessarily mean the 
je covenant of circumcision; especially considering, that 
jum the subject he was now treating of was not “ specially 
ie particularized” in that covenant at the time of its being 
ue sealed with the sign of circumcision: But as we have 
1 abundantly shown, both the covenant and cath were dis- 
‘i tinct from it. In examining your arguments, Sir, they 
‘) appear.to the mind much like the hills on a turnpike, to 
ie the eye of the traveller. At a distance they have a for- 
midable aspect, but as he approaches them, they appear 
to lessen, till, at length, he finds himself completely over 
them without experiencing the smallest inconvenience. 
If these observations should have no other effect, I 
they will lead you again to examine with candour 
the Apostle’s argument in the ivth chapter of Romans. 
Should you do this, I have no doubt you will perceive 
me that the Apoftle did not predicate the “imputation of 
== righteousness” to Gentile believers on their being Abra- 
ae ham’s seed, but to them as believers, though not circum- 
me cised, and in the same sense as it was imputed to Abraham 
while in that state. Your argument in its present form 
cannot be admitted, unless it be first admitted, that men 
may be Abraham's seed, and heirs according to the promise, 
without being de/ievers, or that they may be dchevers with- 
out possessing the righteousness of faith ! 5 a 
Twas about, Sir, to close this, and enter upon an ex- 
amination of your VIIth Letter ; but, in looking over what 
I:-have written, I find a few things omitted in some of your. 
preceding Letters which I purposed to have noticed. 
Your. goodness will indulge me, though a little out of 
. course, to motice them here. = 
© In the close of your Vth Letter you take noti change of 
sippy with equal force to Sarah, whose name was also changed from 
/ Sarai to Sarah; and for which the same ‘reason’ was assigned. It was 
m said to Abraham, “ A father of many nations have I made thee ; and I 
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are they true believers without having the righteousneny 
of faith? Are such to be considered merely as candi.) ~ 
dates, or as persons duly qualified for the righteousnes 7 
of faith ?. Alas, what inconsistencies are you driven into,’ © 
in order to defend your theory ? Permit me, Sir, to ask,” 
once more, if all believers, from the first moment of their 7 
believing, are not possessed of the righteousness of faith? ~ 
Does not the Apostle declare, that dy Aim, that is, Christ, 7] 
all that believe are justified from all things from whih™ 
they could not be justified by the law of Moses? And are™ 
believers justified without the imputation of righteous 7 
ness? Abraham’s faith is spoken of as the particular ™ 
act in which righteousness was imputed to him. 7 
And the Apostle is particularly careful to state, that he] 
had this faith when in uncircumcision, seemingly with 
a design to exclude that transaction from any. sharein 
it. But you make the ground on which righteousness | 
is imputed to us to depend on our being Abraham’s seed, ~ 
and not on our believing. If these are not. your views, ~ 
I confess I have not been able to comprehend your rea 
soning; and yet if they are, I must say they appear} 


both unscriptural and absurd. Your remarks on the 


«renewal of the covenant with Isaac,” I have considered 7 
equally apply 

to what you have said concerning Jacob. oe 
It only remains to notice your observations on the | 
rapturous declaration of Zacharias at the time of the | 
circumcision of his son, who, he was assured, was sent to | 


in another place. My answer tothem will 


prepare the way for the Saviour. After quoting the 


_ ‘werse) you proceed to the following conclusion; ¢ In this 


passage again we have clear and decisive proof, that all | 
the mercy to be performed by the coming of the Messi- | 
_ ah had been promised to the fathers, had been spoken of | 


to the church by she holy prophets from the beginni 


the world, and was comprised in the boly covenant. 


_ ed to Abraham and his seed by the sign of circumcision, 


and confirmed by an oath.” What is all this to the point | 
in question ? No one disputes but Christ came accord- | 
ing to the promises made to the fathers, and. agreeably to | 
the testimony of aif the prophets. Nor do we dispute | 


4 


words recorded in Luke i. 68—73, (excepting the 71st | 


— | 
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? that God in-sending his Son remembered his holy covenant 


> with Abraham, i. e. that, In him, all families of the earth 
7) should be blessed, and which covenant or promise he after- 
7) wards confirmed by an cath. But we can perceive no 


"® kind of proof, that because the Apostle mentions the 
covenant with Abraham, he muft necessarily mean the 
"| covenant of circumcision; especially considering, that 
™) the subject he was now treating of was not “ specially 
|S particularized” in that covenant at the time of its being 
7% sealed with the sign of circumcision: But as we have 
/"% abundantly shown, both the covenant and oath were dis- 
©} tinct from it. In examining your arguments, Sir, they 
appear to the mind much like the hills on a turnpike, to 


a the eye of the traveller. At a distance they have a for- 
= midable aspect, but as he approaches them, they ap 


© to lessen, till, at length, he finds himself completely over 
= them without experiencing the smallest inconvenience. 

If these observations should have no other effect, I 
hope they will lead you again to examine with candour 
the Apostle’s argument in the ivth chapter of ‘Romans, 
Should you do this, I have no doubt you will perceive — 
that the Apoftle did not predicate the “imputation of 
righteousness” to Gentile believers on their being Abra- 
ham’s seed, but to them as believers, though not circum- 
cised, and in the same sense as it was imputed to Abraham 
while in that state. Your argument in its present form 
cannot be admitted, unless it be first admitted, that men 
may be Abraham's seed, and heirs according to the promise, 
without being deievers, or that they may be believers with- 
out possessing the righteousness of faith ! 

I was about, Sir, to close this, and enter upon an ex- 
amination of your VIIth Letter ; but, in looking over what 
I have written, I find a few things omitted in some of your 
preceding Letters which I purposed to have noticed. 
Your goodness will indulge me, though a little out of 


= course, to notice them here.* 


_ © In the close of your Vth Letter you take notice of the change of 
the patriarch’s name from Abram to Abraham ; but your argument will 
apply with equal force to Sarah, whose name was also changed from 
Sarai to Sarah; and for which the same reason was assigned. It was 
said to Abraham, “ A father of many nations have I made thee ; and I 


will 
F 
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- Twish to observe a few things on the reasons which | | 


you have assigned for Abraham’s being so long kept in | | 
a state of probation before he was constituted patriarch |] 


of the church.* ‘You seem to suppose that about twenty | 9 
years delay was necessary, “that opportunity might be 79 
given for the trial, and exemplary manifestation of Abra- 77 


ham’s faith, as he was to be constituted the patriarch of 79 


the church.” ‘There seems a peculiar infelicity attend. 


ing this conjecture: For the only instance wherein Abra- [9 
ham’s faith was specially and peculiarly tried, as recurred |@ 
to by the inspired writers, did not happen until more 7 
than five and twenty years after the period which you 7 


have assigned for his probation ! It is said by the Apos- (@ 
tle, By faith Abraham, when he was TRIED, ofered up | 
Isaac. is was an illustrious instance of the patriarch’s | 

faith, and stands recorded to his everlasting honour. But 
in some other instances, where we should not suppose 
his faith put to a very severe test, he did not give the § 
most ‘ exemplary manifestation” of it tothe world. But | 
lest you should charge me with a design to lessen the 7 
reputation of this venerable man, I will present the in- § 

stance of trial to which I refer, in the language of one § 

whom you cannot suspect. ‘ On his entrance into E as 
(saith the excellent Dr. Hunter) Abram is seized with an 9 
unaccountable fit of distrust, altogether unbecoming his | 


character, and equally injurious to God, to Sarai, and to 
the King of Egypt. He is afraid of trusting the honour | 


of his wife, during a temporary residence in a strange 
country, to that God, at whose command he had: given | 
up his native country and his all. He injures the friend 
and companion of his youth, in supposing her capable of 
being allured, by the splendour and flattery of Egypt, 


to forget her duty to her husband. He affronts a prince 9 


whom he knew not, by suspecting him of a criminal de- | 
sign against the peace and honour of a stranger driven 
will make thee exceeding fruitful, and will make nations of thee; and 
kings shall come of thee :” And of Sarah it was also eaid, * Yea, I: will 
bless her and she shall he a moTHER of nations ; and dings of people shall. 

to. 


TT * Letter IV. p. 24. ; + Gen, xvii, 5, 16. 
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into his dominions for relief from famine. He has re- 

course to the crooked path of cunning and falsehood,when _ 
the direct road of fairness would have served his turn 
much better.”———.«« The very means which Abram has 
devised for preserving Sarai’s chastity, exposed her to 
danger. As his sister, she might be lawfully addressed 
by any one; as his wife, she was considered as sacred to 
himself. "a What must have been his feelings when 
the imposture was detected ? How keen his remorse, to 


see Pharaoh, and his innocent househould, plagued for his 
fault ? The conscious shame of having acted wrong, and 


of thereby having pie mischief upon another, is, per- 


haps, the severest punishment an mind can 
suffer.”* 


I make but one remeck upon this quotation, and that 
is, if Dr. Hunter’s observations are just, they tend great- 
ly to weaken, if not wholly to destroy, your fanciful con- — 


_jecture on this part of the history of the patriarch. On 
whole, your direct “ scripture-proof” unfortanately 
proves nothing to the point. 


I solicit your attention for a moment to another point. 
I refer to your remarks on Abrahdm’s call to leave his 


kindred and country: Have you not, dear Sir, in order 
to strengthen your argument, taken the liberty to change 
a sentence, (though dictated by the Spirit of God) from © 


the imperative into the subjunctive eae ? And have 
you not, in this way, rendered an absolute promise made 
to Abraham conditional ? At the time of his call,” sa 


you, “the Lord promised Abraham, that if he ee 


depart from his country and connexions unto a land 
which should be shown him, he would make of him a 
great nation,”+&c. This, Sir, differs materially from the 
account given by Moses, < If,” the sign ofa condition, 
is not to be found in the whole passage, as related by him. 
Your attempt to include, in the Abrahamic covenant, 
which were made long before, and long after, 


promises 
but not specified at the time of the ratification of that 


covenant by the sign of circumeision; is a latitude not 
known in any other covenant transaction, The same ar- 
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gument that would prove that the previous promise.) 
made to Abraham were included in this covenant, would i 
prove that ¢his, and the subsequent promises made to 


him, were comprised in the Sinai covenant. Indeed the || 
scriptures afford much more evidence for the latter than 77 
for the former. It is abundantly evident that most, if 7% 
not all, the provisions of the covenant of circumcision, 7 
together with its initiating seal, were incorporated with |§ 
the Sinai covenant, as appears by the testimony of Christ | 
and one of his Apostles.* I could but observe, Sir, in @ 
noticing the instances in which God appeared to Abra- | 
ham, when you come to the time in which the covenant § 
_ of circumcision was ratified, you appear to be much in- | 
terested in your subject. You represent the divine ap- § 
pearance as “ transcendently majestic and glorious.” But, | 
Sir, notwithstanding the unpressive light in which this § 
solemn transaction is represented by the help of your 7% 
_ descriptive pen, when compared with the account given | 
by Moses,-of the divine appearance on Mount Sinai, . 
its splendour disappears like the feeble light of a taper | 
before the mighty orb of day. And still our thoughts 
are pleasingly carried forward from the dazzling glory @& 
of that dispensation, to the milder, yet superiour glory @ 
of the present, which far excelleth all that has been | 
before.+ 


I am, dear Sir, respectfully, : 


LETTER VII. 


REV. AND DEAR SIR,» | 
‘YOU commence your Vilth Letter in a manner 
characteristic of the candour with which you have too 
generally treated my writings. «If you have offered 
any thing,” say you, entitled to be called argument, 
by which to shew, that the ancient gospel promise was not 


* Vid. John vii. 22, Gal.v 3. 
See Exod, siz. 17—39. 2 Cor iii. | 
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-. included in the covenant of the ancient church, it is 
"= what you have said with reference to the 16th verse of 
my context.”—It is, to be sure, Sir, not a little puzzling 
to conjecture, what you have been so warmly combating ~ 
through more than thirty crowded octavo pages, if this 
be indeed the first instance in which you have met with 
“ any thing entitled to be called argument.” But my 
present concern is, to see how you dispose of this. — 
Without noticing a number of questions, I propose 
immediately to state what you consider as the real differ- 
ence between us on the following passage : He saith not,. 
And to seeds, as of many ; but as of ONE, And to thy SEED, 
which is Curist. You and your brethren,” say you, 
« if I rightly understand you, construe the ONE in this 
passage as meaning one individual, or exclusively Christ 
in person.” And.add, * This, Sir, [ believe to be incor- 
rect; a flagrant violation of the grammatical construc- 
tion of the text, and directly repugnant as well to the 
tenor of the Apostle’s argument as to his express decla- 
ration.” After several remarks, of a similar nature, you 
proceed to say, * By your construction of this text, you 
not only make the Apostle reason absurdly, but you 
make him say what is untrue: Nay, you make him con- 
tradict directly his own declarations., For in this very 
chapter, instead of saying, That Christ in person, exclu- 
sively, is the one seed; he says expressly, If ye be Christ’s, 
then are ye Abraham’s sEED, and HEIRS according to the 
PROMISE. In the next page you go on to say, “ If you 
still insist upon your construction, it will be incumbent 
on you clearly to point out the scriptural distinction be- 
tween the one Seed to which the promises were made, 
and the seed who are heirs according to the promise, and 
who are all one in Christ Fesus.” 
_ * T Rope, Sir, you will allow me to’ have now given a 
fair statement of your views of this text. You will not 
@xpect me to give at length all that you have thought 
proper to say in vindication of your plan, as my object 
not to reprint your book ; but to refute your argu- 
"ments. And as I believe them to be erroneous, I hope 
through divine rahe to do this effectually. 
2, 
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_In order to bring our different views of this subject — 
to a fair test, I shall take for granted what 1 presume © 
you will not deny, viz. That the promise first made to 
Abraham, Jn thee shail all families of the earth be blessed, 
was renewed at the time of the offering up of Isaac, in % 
the words following, Jn thy Seed shall all nations be blessed. 
We are here not to consider two distinct promises, but 
the same differently expressed. The latter is evidently | 

exegetical of the former. This brings the matterto this | 
single point, that In the seed of Abraham all nations were | 

to be blessed. ‘The dispute then between us on this point || 
will be entirely determined by a scriptural explanation of > 
the meaning of the word ‘seed as used in this promise, = 
and as illustrated by the Apostle in the passage under 

consideration. 

Believing I was supported by the unequivocal author- || 
ity of an Apostle, I have, indeed, considered this promise 
as centering in, and limited to, Christ, personally. And | 
after listening with profound attention to your reason- 
ing, I am still obliged to believe that he alone was the 

_ Seed to whom the promise referred. The ground you 
have taken in opposition to this construction, is, that! 

Christ and his church, or the spiritual seed of Abra- J 

ham, are intended by the Seed; and that they are one | 

im the sense of this passage. But, Sir, I hope to con- 

vince you that your statement is both ynscriptural and 

absurd. Permit me to ask, Who are to be blessed in the 
promised Seed? The answer must be, “ believers of all 
nations.” But are not these, according to your argu- 
ment, a real part of the seed in which they are to be 
blessed? They evidently are. Then the purport of 
the passage must be, that believers of all nations, shall 
be blessed in believers of all nations! According to this, 
the seed blessing, and the seed blessed are the same ! 
If Christ and believers are the one seed, as you contend, 
T ask again, In whom are we to be blessed ?-—Should 
ou say in Abraham, another difficulty at once arises; 
as Christ blessed in Abraham? No, Sir, directly the 
reverse. Abraham was blessed in Chrift. If you still 
insist upon your own construction,” that Christ and be- 
levers are jointly the sced of Abraham to whom the 
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' promises were made, * it will be incumbent on you 
clearly to point out,” how they are blessed in the seed of 
Abraham. 

_ In admitting your construction, Sir, difficulties meet 
ys in every direction, and the more critically we examine 
Syour theory, the more inconsistent and unscriptural it 
“appears. Your argument from Christ’s being one body 
Wavith bis church, is totally irrelevant. None will dispute 
but that Christ and his church are, in a certain sense, 
one. But does it hence follow that they are so in every 
“sense? Were they one in making atonement ? Did not 
“the prophet, personating Christ, say, J have trodden the 
Yavine-press alone, and of the people there was none with me ? 
_ Are Christ and his people one in blessing penitent sin- 
yners with pardon and forgiveness? The Son of man 
) er on earth to forgive sins: But has his 


hath | 
Church the same power? None pretend to it but the 


“pope and his adherents. And are not these the very 
“Yblessings with which the nations were to be blessed in 
Abraham’s seed 2?” But (say you) He saith not, And to seeds, 
“Wes of many, that is many seeds, but of one, that is of one 
Wiseed, And to thy Seed, which is Christ: not the Saviour 


q exclusively in person; but the Saviour and his church as 
Bone.” Permit me, Sir, to afk, By what authority do you 


add to the words of the Apostle? According to this, 
© Christ is as much d/essed in. Abraham’s seed as his church. 
7 Or, if you render it actively, then it will follow, that the 
church confers its blessings on the guilty, nations equally 
ee with Christ. Both of which, I conceive, to be totally 
inadmissible. 

» In-applying the passage exclusively to Christ, you also 
=) charge me with ‘a flagrant violation of the grammatical 
7} construction of the text.” But how have you supported 
this charge? Why, by showing that the| word “seed,” 
)} is the same in the promise which respected Christ, in 
=) whom the nations were to be blessed, and in the covenant 
»» of circumcision, which respected the posterity of Abraham, 
oy And is it not the same too, Sir, when applied to the 
§ word of God ?* or even to a grain of muftard? But 
|} what does all this prove ? Not that I have violated the 
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nmatical construction of the word, but that the say © 
is used in different senses. Is this entitled, 
to be called argument ?” 3 

The conclusion which you draw from the explanation 

_ given by me ts as follows: “ According to your conftry, 
tion of the text, his (the Apostle’s) argument would stan; 

_ thus: The promises were made to Christ, as the one seed, 

to the exclusion of all others, both believers and unbe 

_ lievers ; therefore, according to the promises, those only 

who believe can be justified !”"—-You then ask, * Doz 

the Apostle, Sir, reason at this rate ?” No, Sir; nor dog — 

any body else but yourself. — seas 
It is not possible that you could have so far mistaker 

me as to suppose, that I meant that the promises wer ~ 

exclusively made to Christ, so that he, and he alone, 7 

should be blessed in Abraham’s Seed, and consequently 7 
a be the only heir according to the promise. This coull7™ 
infeed from: may onstruction of the text; fa 7 
that stands in direct opposition to such a sentiment. You 
I think, must have observed, in the page preceding th 

one from which you have made your quotation,* th 4g 

the contrary is so plain that 4 wa Yering man need not er 


| were stated as follows: 1. ¢ The Apostle is particularly 7 
careful to distinguish this promise respecting the See) | 
in whom the Gentile nations should be blessed, from 7 
that made in the covenant of circumcision respecting the| @ 
of Abraham. The woman's SEED, who was 
ise the serpent’s head, was also the SEED promised to) 
| Abraham, in whgm the believing Gentiles should bei 
blessed. But primarily his natural seed, or at most hill 
spiritual seed, and not Christ, were inténded by the se 
in the covenant of circumcision. The tations have never 
been blessed in any other of Abralam’s seed but Christ.’}/ 
This, Sir, T still consider as scripturally correct, and per), 
fectly analogous with the Apostle’s reasoning on the sub! 
ject. To the abovel added, 2. ¢ The Apostle further! 
distinguishes the promise under consideration, im 
¥6th verse (meaning of your context.) Now, saith be, 
Abraham and his seed were the promises made. He speaks 
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See 


"Sof promises, in the plural : In Gen. xii. 3, it is said, Jv 
Sp shall all families of the earth be blessed.” may 


use a mode of speech adopted by the Apostle, with re- 
Wspect to the tribe of Levi,* the Messiah according to. 
Sthe flesh was now in the loins of Abraham. But, Sir, 
iwhem this promise was renewed at the offering up of 
WiIsaac, this was no longer the case ; nor was it then said, 
Jin THEE; but im thy SEED shall nations be 
@isaac now stood as the more immediate progenitor of the 
“BMessiah. The same is observable when this promise 
Bwas renewed to Isaae and Jacob afterwards, 
‘4 That your construction of the text, Sir, is unscriptural, ¥ 
ca Fwill still more fully appear in what I have yet to offer. 
9 We have already seen, that the first great gospel promise 
a respecting the Seed in whom the nations were to be blessed . 
®could not relate to Christ and his church in the same 
it 4 Ssense. It must be evident that one was to bless, and the 
fy Other to be blessed. We will now see if my construc- 
tion of the text is liable to the same difficulties and objec- 
a tions. 13. I contend that the word seed, when used in this 


+ promise to Abraham, to Isaac, and to Jacob, referred 
, gto Christ. This conclusion, I should suppose, from the 
x Overy nature of things, would force itself upon us, without 
fh recurring to the passage under consideration. But here, 
.» 4) ity it appears to me, the Apostle has fully decided the: 
al 4 point. Now to Abraham and his Seed were the promises 
in made, He saith not, And to seeds, as of many ; but as of 
nie ONE, and to thy Seed, which is Christ. That we might 
. 7 clearly know in whom we are blessed, He saith not, And 
seeds, as of many, namely, many individuals; but as of one, 
1 namely, Curis; } in whom all the fulness of the Godhead 
= dwelt, and in whom alone we are blessed ; and who will, 
=} both in time and eternity, have all the glory of blessing his 
A redeemed people. All who are thus blessed, are Christ’s, 
hs and consequently accounted as Abraham’s spiritual seed, 


"§y 2nd heirs according to this promise: but never, Sir, J 
: ; believe, as the seed, or any part of the seed, i in whom the 
nations are to be-b 

That this statement is correct will be further apparent 
| ) from what the Apostle has said in the 7 verse of 


i * Heb, vii. 9, 10. 


2 


_ COME, TO WHOM THE PROMISE WAS MADE. Till th 
Seed should come :” Do, my dear Sir, pause here am ‘5 
‘ment, and reflect on the meaning of this passage. - 


“will you permit me, Sir, “ in my own manner,” to as, 7t 


- construction of the text, the seed, at least one part of it a 


have come until the whole church of God shall be com 7 
pleted! But, Sir, if we allow the Apostle to mean as hk | 
said, that the promises, as above stated, referred excly 7 
sively to ONE, i. e. to Christ, then his meaning is inte! 7 


far upon my credulity,” if you supposed that a text, so 
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your context. Wherefore then serveth the law? It wm” 
added because of transgressions, TILL THE SEED sHoUy | 


Has not the Apostle, by this single stroke, ruin | 
forever your favourite argument ? ‘l’o denionstrate this” 


Were there no believers, no church, no spiritual seed bon 7 
to Abraham, until after the adding of the law? I think 7 
you will not hazard the assertion. According to you 4% 


had been in the world long before the law was added; 7 
yea, as early as God had a church in the world. By | 
the same construction, a part of it can never be saidt) | 


ligible, that the Jaw was added till the Seed (meanim 4% 


Christ) should come, to whom the promise was made. In thi 
‘view of the subject, all is plain and harmonious : but « 7 
~ cording to your confused hypothesis, the seed blessed) 7 


and the seed in whom they are blessed, are all the same 7 


1 

Really, Sir, if‘ you have exhibited one scriptural idea in 
] 


your construction of the text, I have only to regret) 7 


that I have not discernment enough to see it. _ & 
__ Jam totally at a loss, Sir, to account for-your passing ¥ 
in silence over the last mentioned text, unless you per 7 | 
cetved in it an insuperable objection to your theory./7 


And, even in this case, you “ must have presumed very] 


4 


4 


‘directly in point, would escape the notice of your oppo-7@ 
nent ; especially one so capable of defending what you” 
_  onsider as “ a very Antipzedobaptist fortress,’ 


yea, as their very citade 
But you ask, Are you, Sir, prepared to abide the 
consequences of your construction ?” I can only say, /79 


verily believe it to be the truth ; and I hope I shall nev 79 


er be afraid to abide by thetruth. The consequence) 


which are thought so disastrous to my construction, 1 


} 
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a aig sht have remained ignorant of, but for your care in 
Mphcing them before me. By holdin g the construction, 
that by the one Seed we are to understand Christ, exclu- 
sively, in person, you are led (say you) to make the as- _ 
os ertion, that ° the promises in the covenant of circum- 
cision were not to seedy as of one, but to many, to Abra- 
ham’s seed generally ;’ which (you add) is directly can- 
“Mtrary to fact.” What is there in the above “ assertion” 
“contrary to fact? Nothing, I conceive, if the words are 
Jallowed a liberal and candid construction. By ‘ Abra- 
Tham’s seed generally,’ no candid mind would suppose, 
z meant every individual that could possibly come under 
ithat denomination. My. ing, as expressed in the 
page preceding the forbids such a conclusion. 
a (No more was intended by the expression, than if it had 
been said, ‘the seed of Jacob generally.’ I would fur- 
4 ) ther observe, that the word seed, in the covenant of cir- 
Hcumcision, though singular, is said as a noun of multitude, 
Bthat is, comprehending many. ‘This, Sir, you will not 
4 deny; for his seed was to be as the stars of heaven. 
And even if you limit the promise to the spiritual seed 
4 of Abraham, yet still it was to many. 
j This is precisely the sense in which I used it in con- 
W trast with the one seed, which the Apostle has declared 
to be Christ. Abraham’s seed, whether natural or spir- 
icual, certainly are many; but Christ is onE: the only 
begotten of the Father. 
Feeling fully satisfied, that the construction I have 
g siven of the text in dispute, is clearly supported by the © 
9 word of God, I shall not be greatly moved by your se- 
jy vere charges against me. I have endeavoured to ex- 
i} amine your arguments with candour, but they have pro- 
9% duced no conviction on my mind, that I have treated the - 
Apostle in an unfriendly manner ; notwithstanding you 
)§ accuse me of having shade him “reason absurdly,” and - 
“ say that which is untrue-:” nay, more; that I ‘make 
i him contradict directly his own declarations.’ These | 
@ charges you have repeated with much assurance, but [ 
"ye conceive totally failed in proving any one of them. , 
'should imagine that you lay very great stress upon 
the judge by the 
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zeal which you have manifested, in trying to give ita 
bearing favourable to your theory; hence I nn 
I shall be excused in making a few remarks more before | 
I dismiss the subject. 4 
You very justly conclude, that according to my hypothe. 4 
sis, there are at least three distinct seeds, to whom prom. @ 
ises were made.” And is this, Sir, (admitting it to be 
true,) a new and alarming sentiment? This statement jj 
isnot in my language, nor does it exactly meet 
views: but I hardly think you can get along yourself, 99 
without admitting that the scriptures support the sent 4 
ment. ‘The Apostle tells us, that they are not all Israd ¥ 

which are of Israel; neither because they are the seed h a 

_ Abraham, are they all children. Iknow, said Christ, tha 
ye ave the seed of Abraham.* These, Sir, were undoubt. 
edly the natural seed of Abraham.t Jf ye be Curist’s, 
saith the Apostle, then are ye Abraham's sEED, and heirs 
according to the premise. These, I presume, whether 
Jews or ou will allow to be spire 
itual seed. gir, did Christ, as the seed in whom the 

‘nations were to be blessed, strictly belong to either of (a 
these classes? You have, indeed, connected him with/@ 
the latter; but will you say, that Christ was one of Abra e 

_ ham’s spiritual seed? If he be distinguished from this 
seed, as he most certainly ts, then my “ hypothesis” must | 
be scriptural and just : if so, the candid will judge, wheth- § . 
er it can be hostile to the Apostle’s reasoning, or not. In 
fine, Sir, the whole of your reasoning on this subject, iy 
has served principally to show, how much plausibility an § 
ingenious mind can give to error; and how nearly it§ 

may seem to approximate to truth, and>still be distinct } 
from it. An observation of an old English divine, seems 
applicable. ‘It is a wonder to see, (said Dean Bridges) § 

_ how the greatest, learned, and best of all, when they : 
have once deeply conceived an will draw things 
fo their own construction.” 

Ifthe construction you given of the one seed, has 
been proved to be erroneous, then all 
Rom ix. 6,7. John viii. 

There were certainly promises closely if not 
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which were it, must fall of course ; Une 

Oe less, like your Discourses, they have something else to 
7% rest upon, when the foundation on which they are built 
W% is removed. Your exulting, severe remarks in your last 
. paragraph, are left undisturbed to your own reflections. 


a am, dear on; 
‘Respectfully your's, &c. 


PILI LPS ISS 


LETTER 


REY. DEAR SIR, 


‘ IN looking over your VIHth Letter, I find little 
which has not been noticed already, as it is chiefly a 
t\|) recapitulation of your former arguments. There are a 
oh few things, however, which require to be examined. — 
ei After-stating what you “ have endeavoured to evince,” _ 
you add, ** Had it been my object merely to defend my 
hi Discourses” against your Strictures,” it might 
have been sufficient for my purpose barely to have 
si or assumed, that there were not two distinct covenants, 
{i =as you have been pleased to assert or assume that there 
a were.” Permit me, Sir, to ask, Did you think this 
was doing me justice? Was this acting the part of a fair | 
™ and generous opponent? You oe represent me as 
‘having “ barely asserted or assumed” the distinction be- 
i tween the two covenants. It is evident you meant, that 
the words ‘‘ assert” and “<6 assume,” should be under- 
stood in their most popular acceptation, by your qualify- 
= ing them with the word “barely.” It is hence prob- 
my able, that many of your readers have concluded, that I 
neither offered a single argument, nor produced a scrap 
of proof in support of the position, but “ darely asserted 
or assumed” it. Yet, Sir, you_were so feelingly alive to 
7) your own reputation as a public disputant, that before 
* = Ahad reached the bottom of your page, you enter a 
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your “arguments,” as stated in your Discourses, which 
-. you tell us “ were drawn from no less than five distinct 7 
scriptural topics.” ie — 
- You, however, Sir, acknowledge that I: stated 
first proposition, and do not complain that I did not do © 
it fairly; but say, ‘* you prudently avoided taking any 7 
notice of the arguments by which I endeavoured to sup. 
port it.” And would you think of blaming a man 
merely for being prudent ? But, Sir, you have been so 
happy in constructing this sentence, that while you ap. Ry 
pear to blame my conduct, you pay a very handsome J 
compliment to yourself, But if, instead of “ prudently | 
avoiding your arguments,” I had said, you had “ BaRELy [9 
asserted or assumed” your proposition ; then the public @ 
might, indeed, have doubted whether you had distinctly 
offered a single argument of any kind.—Having said @ 
thus much, I cheerfully agree with you, to leave to yours 9 
self and a candid public to decide, ** whether in a public @ 
disputant such a procedure be fair and honourable.” 
_ _A few sentences which follow the above, are so re- 
markable, that J. am persuaded you would forgive me 
if ‘you knew that I even smiled while reading them : for )@ 
who could help smiling to hear you describe the for- [7 
midable aspect of your arguments ? ‘ But careful as you | 
have been,” say. you, “ to avoid a direct emcounter with 
my arguments; yet some things of a nature hostile to § 
- them are adventurously scattered in different parts of B® 
your book.” ‘These you propose to notice in some of § 
your subsequent Letters, « But at this stage,” you ob- | 
@erve, it may be proper to pause, for the purpose of | 
noting more particularly,an important point. Let it be 
here, then, specially noted, that if all the precious promises 
made to Abraham were included in the. comprehensive | 
covenant by which the church was formed in his family ; | 
if in particular the great gospel promise, In thee and in | 
_ thy Seed shall all the nations of the earth be blessed, was 
included in that covenant, then of necessary consequence 
your Antipedobaptist theory must. eventually fall.”"— 
What is the point-here so important to be nated? Why § 
if all. the promises ever made to Abraham were includ- §j 
ed in the covenant of circumcision, then the Anti- 9 
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Hy pedobaptists are wrong to suppose they were not ! 
vy — Sir, but this you know is the very point in dis- 
* _ Supposing I should wish to have it specially noted, 
a fast if all these promises were not included in that cove- 
) nant, “ then of necessary consequence your Pzdobaptist 
Oe theory must eventually fall;” would you consider this 
as a conclusive mode of arguing? I should imagine not. 
And yet you have gone on to draw your conclusions 
with as much confidence as if the point were undeniably 
proved. 

You greathy mistake, if you suppose that our “ Anti- 
peedobaptist theory,” as you ‘call it, depends solely on 
this point. Should this be given up, I do not perceive 
we that our theory would be in danger. This we have 
i never considered as the main pillar, but a mere incidental 
ty circumstance. If your Discourses may be true, though 
™ not supported by the text on which they are founded, it 
is more than probable we should think our theory safe, 
should this argument be wrested from us. I will not 
We trouble you with any further remarks at present, but 
ia hope sdon to proceed to review your next. 
| am, dear Sir, 

"Respectfully your's, 


LETTER IX. 


REV. AND DEAR 


HAVING in your preceding Letters finished your 
defence of your ‘Two Discourses against my Strictures, 
you proceed in your-IXth “ to a consideration of those 

things in different parts of my book which more directly 
militate” with your arguments. 
_ In order to this, you have quoted a parkptiph from 
your Discourses which received my animadversions; par- 
ticularly the manner in which you cited the Apostle’s 
words in Rom. iv. 11. which was as follows: « Ze re 
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ceived the sign. of circumcision, a seal of the righteousnessof 
faith, THAY HE MIGHT BE THE FATHER OF ALL THEM 
THAT BELIEVE ‘THOUGH. THEY BE NOT CIRCUMCISED, |) 
though they be not his natural posterity, THAT RIGHT. 9 
-EOUSNESS MAY BE IMPUTED TO THEM ALSO.” 
You proceed to say, ** With reference to this passage, 7 
you very complacently “ charge” me, 1. * with mis 
quoting the Apostle’s words ;” 2. with misapplying 
them ;” and 3. “ with making him give a very impor. 
tant conclusion without any premises.” You then add, i 
To these charges, Sir, 1am prepared to reply.” Your 
reply, shall receive all due consideration presently. But 
pray, Sir, what is there in my animadversions on this )§ 
paragraph so uncomplacent as to excite your resentment( 
an it be thought wxcomplacent to suspect your infallibil- y 
ity in explaining a passage of scripture ? I. should cere ay 
tainly hope not. Or, was there any thing rude or u» @ 
civil in the manner in which I treated the subject ? If so, 0% 
let it be pointed out. But as though I were not suffi. 
ciently severe, you have taken the liberty to make ai 
small alteration in the outset. You say. I ‘ charge’ 
you, 1. with misquoting the Apostle,” &c, My state. 
ment reads thus: ¢ In this, if we mistake not, he has mis- (@ 
quoted,’ &c.—In taking up the above particulars, I have (j 
used the word ¢ complain ;’ you use the word “ charge.” 
With reference to the first article of which I * com- § 
plained,’ of your having ‘ misquoted the Apostle’s § 
words ;” as you now “ readily acknowledge” the omis- & 
sion, and have inserted the text entire in the second edi- 
_ tion of your Discourses ; I should feel perfectly satisfied, 
were it not for a drawback which you have made u 
the last, by disclosing the motive which induced you to 
make the correction. - After stating, at some length, 
your apology for the omission complained of, you pro- jj 
ceed to, say However, as upon further consideration, 
it appears ta me, that the last idea,” (meaning what was 
omitted) * will give additional strength to my argument, 
in my second edition I have given the text entire.” Ac- 
cording to this, we must suppose the text. would have J 
still remained in its mutilated state, had you not fortu- jj 
nately discovered that your argument would derive * ad- § 
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©) ditional strength” from giving it entiree Whether 


) meant or not, it is evident that ¢his point has been so 
7 « touched as to be felt.” However, you may rest assur- 
"i ed, Sir, I never felt a vindictive disposition on account 


of the omission; and nothing is necessary to atone me 
but a fair statement of the text, let it help who it may. 
2. “ You ‘ charge’ me,” say you, © with misapplying 
the Apostle’s words, by saying, ‘ Circumcision was a sea 
to Abraham of dis faith, but it is not said to be such to his 
posterity, or to any other person on earth,’ (True !) 
‘ Mr. Worcester has made it a seal of the righteousness 
of faith generally.’ This,” you add, “ is my misappli- 
cation.” Yes, Sir, this is it. But as though you seri- 
ously” assented to the first part of the above statement, 
i you have fixed in a very conspicuous station the word 


(True !”) If it be indeed ¢rue, that circumcision was a 


seal to Abraham of his faith, and to none else, to what 
purpose are all your interrogatories that follow ? 

It is of no consequence to the argument whether it 
were a seal to Abraham of Ais faith, or of the righteous- 
ness Of his faith, ‘The Apostle has not said, that it 
was a seal of either, to any other person. ‘This is the 
ground, Sir, which I have taken ; nor doI perceive, from 
= your arguments, any great embarrassment in the way of 
=e supporting it. It will be equally to my purpose to ad- 
mit your distinction between Abraham’s faith, and the 
righteousness of the faith which he had yet being uncircum- 
m «ised. I have no other objection to it, only it does not 
=e appear to be warranted by the account given in the 
me Scriptures. Here we read, And he believed in the Lorp ;. 
be counted it to go righteousness.* The Apostle 
in your context has cited the passage thus : Even as Abra- 


ham BELIEVED God, and rr was accounted to him for righ- 
now un- 


 teousness+ In the connexion with the passage 
= der consideration, the Apostle has quoted the words in 
m the same form.{ In both places, speaking of his deliev- 
m ing, he says, it was countéd unto him for righteousness. 
‘ F would only ask, Whether the word i#, without “ ¢ 
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flagrant violation of the grammatical construction 
passage,” can be applied to any thing but, Abraham's 07 
faith ? 
After having established, as you suppose, your distinc. 9 
tion between faith, and the righteousness of faith, you. ask, 
ss But if the RIGHTEOUSNESS of faith be the same to all 7@ 


true believers; then was not the sea/, which Abraham (@ 
received, a seal of the RIGHTEOUSNESS of faith generally ” 7 
By no means, Sir! It wasto Abraham a seal of the righ Oe . 
teousness of THE FAITH which he had, yet being uncircumcia 
sed: but to all others it was not a seal of either faith, or 7 
the righteousness of faith; but a token of the covenant 7@ 
between God and Abraham.* Further the Scripture @ 

_ Do you seriously believe, that either righteousness or 
faith were sealed to infants of eight days old, or to any ie 
other unbelievers ? I can hardly suppose you do. How (@@ 
then can you argue that it was a seal of the righteousness ( 
of faith to any but Abraham? I am ata loss, Sir, to 
conjecture what meaning you affix to the word seal. 
That the word sea/ is used in different senses in the 1 
Scriptures must be acknowledged ; but, in this place, it )9 
_ appears to me, that the Apostle uses it as*synonymous [39 
with conjfirmation,t gq.d. He received the sign of circum 
cision @ CONFIRMATION of the righteousness if the faith . 
which he had, yet being uncircumcised. If you can give & 
a more rational and scriptural explanation of the word, as 9 
used in this place, you. will no doubt oblige the public. @ 
This seems, however, to correspond with what the Apos § 
tle said to the Ephesians: Jn whom also, AFTER THAT YB @ 
‘BELIEVED, ye were sealed with that Holy Spirit of promise, § 

‘We may as well conceive of a person’s being sealed 
with the Holy Spirit of promise before they believe, as 
to suppose that they are sealed with the righteousness of 
faith before they believe. The supposition in both cases. 
is absurd. I believe you will find it difficult to make it | 
appear, that the righteousness of faith was by circum- § 
cision sealed to those generally who were the subjects of @ 
that rite, or even to any one besides Abraham, But you 9 
* Gen. xvii + Brown’s Dict, 


* 


a) 
wi 
| 


ind 


LETTER IX. FA. 


be ask, 6 Was not Abraham’ s faith essentially the same. 
©) with the faith of every true believer ?” Supposing it was, 
what is this to the point ? Was the sea/, as you call it, 
- applied to none but believers ? Was the faith of Abra- 
1 ham’s male offspring of eight days old « essentially the 
same” with his? No, Sir, you will not pretend it. 
= But you ask again, “ If circumcision were only a seal. 
1 to Abraham of his faith, why was it applied to Isaac and 
+ ie Jacob, and to the Israelites generally ?” If you cast your. 
eye back upon the original institution, the  A/l-sufficient 
t i Gon” himself has fully answered your question: J¢ shall 
a: | be a TOKEN (said he) of the covenant betwixt me and you. 
: |) This, I should suppose, would be a satisfactory answer.. 
) That you were embarrassed with my question respecting 
o@ the < faith of an infant,’ and of. ¢ a seryant bought with. 
= money,’ is easy. to be perceived. And as you could not, 
/ tell how that the righteousness of faith could be sealed to. 
such as had no faith, you.try to evade the point by sug-. 
me gesting that the difficulty i is between ‘* me and the great 
§ Author both of faith itself, and of the righteousness of 
PRS faith.” It is not, Sir, you mny be assured, with the die 
[ae vine institutions, or the Author of them, that I contend ; 
i but with. yout explanation of them. Is it not possible, 
ey Sir, that you ‘may be wrong ?. 
me «§ The third thing which r objected to in your remarks 
on this passage, was, that you ¢ made the Apostle cone 
Mm clude without premises.’ ‘To make this appear, I gave the. 
words. as you had quoted them, in the following manner :. 
me “ He received the sign of circumcision, a seal of the righ. 
teousness of faith, that he might be the Sather all 
me that believe; though. they be not circumcised.” pon this I 
me observed, ¢ T’he Apostle is here made to say, that Abra-. 
ham was circumcised, so that be might be the father of 
believers that were uncircumcised ? ‘To which I added, 
me * We ask, in the name of common. sense, why it was ne- 


™ tute him the father of believers that are uncircumcised. ?? 
@ So far as your remarks upon this last observation proceed. 
from jealousy, I must approve of the motive but 
oe I think your fears are groundless. I cannot perceive , 
why it should be on deistical 


for Abraham to be circumcised. in order to consti-. . 
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ground,” to appeal to common sense, unless it is Supposed, (8 : 
that infidels are the only class of men who, in ne % 7 
make use of it. Nothing could be farther from my” 
_ heart than to speak irreverently of any thing which God | P 
has appointed. If any thing in the above can be fairly | = ; 


-construedsto have such a meaning, I most heartily a“ 3 
tract it. 
But I proceed. & The point | here in dispute,” say you, | 
is precisely this; Whether it were Abraham’s 
which constituted him the father of them that believe; if 
or whether he were thus constituted, by the special ordiw 
nation of God when he received the sacred sign of circum |] 
cision. You hold the former position, I hold the latter.” | 7 3 
This, Sir, I cannot admit to be a fair statement. In my @ : 
view, it entirely shifts the ground of the dispute. _It is os 
not, Whether it was Abraham’s faith, or ** God’s special 
ordination,” that constituted him the father of believers ; a 
but, Whether it were his aith, or his circumcision. 1 cer- 4 
tainly understood you before, to say that it was circumci- 
sion’ which constituted him the father of them that be 7% 
lieve. Iwas particularly led to this conclusion, from the 79 
_ following passage in your Discourses: “ And he received V9 
the sign A circumcision, a seal of the righteousness of the 1 
faith which he had, being yet uncircumcised ; FOR THE |B 
_ EXPRESS PURPOSE, that be might be the father of all them 
that believe,” &c.* ‘This passage, with the explanatory § 
clause in capitals as above, led me to understand you, that § 
it was Abraham’s circumcision, and not his faith, that con- § 
stituted him the father of believers, I believe, Sir, I have 
no where denied, of assented to the Proposition, as now | 
stated by you; nor dol recollect to have met with it 
before. It must be plain, to any one who reads my re- 
marks, that I was not contending, Whether God’s special 
ordination ; but, Whether it were faith, or circumcision, 
which formed the grand prerequisite of Abraham’ s be- 
ing considered the father of the faithful. — A 
Fhave no doubt, Sir, but you attach much more im- 
ance to Abraham’s bein considered as the father of 
lievers, than whatI do. It was evidently an high hon- 
him, and probably one part of the fulfi- 
| ~ Dee, 
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+ ment of that promise, that Ais name should be made great.* 
<< But,” say you, “ it was not on account of the pre-em- 
"Winence of. his faith, simply, that he obtained the title 
WF of the father of the faithful.”+,, What was it then ? Was 
© it on the account of his submitting to circumcision? This 
9) was but a mere effect of his faith. I am constrained still 
YF to think, that the Scriptures predicate this distinguishing 
WF title upon his faith, rather than any thing else. Permit 
7 me, Sir, to introduce a remark from an old English di- 


_ or had faith. ‘This is the first place where faith, or. 
/) 4eleefe, is expressly spoken of in Scripture, and is found 
“in Abram, called the father of all beleevers, Rom. iv. 115 


1% vine, made nearly two centuries ago.——* He beleeved. 


12, 163 and hath imputation of justice added to it; 


> cause, under this promise, Abram saw and beleeved in 
= Christ ; and it was before either the law was given, or 
= circumcision ordeyned. Gal. ii. 16,17. Rom. iv. 10.”f. 


Dy of believing, the probability runs high, that on this 


OME title of the father of believers.. This, in distinction from. 
circumcision, is the-ground on which Ff placed the argu-- 


® it, and wait the decision of a candid public. 7 
i, In both of your books, in remarking upon this pase- 
by sage, you exhibit an idea which I. deem important to. 


m the argument. It is this ;—That righteousness is impu-- 
ted to believers.on account of their being ghe children. 
of Abraham. On the supposition that the gospel church 
is distinct from.the Jewish--—-you ask, ‘How is it that. 
we are blessed with him ? that we are heirs.according to. 
the promise-made to him ? and that on his account as. 
our father, righteousness is imputed unto us ?” ||, This,. 
Sir, it must be allowed, is rendering his constitution as. 
the father of believers, ** of very high import” indeed ! 

According to this, it would seem, that all believers, were: 

* Gen, xii, 2 
+ Disc. p. rr, ; | 

¢ Ainsworth’s Aunot, Imprinted in the yeare 

Disc. Pp. 120 | 


i ment in my Strictures ; and here I propose still to leave: 


notice, though it is not very intimately connected with: 


Hy This being the first instance which the Scriptures record. 


account, specially, Abraham was -honoured with the © 
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chosen in Abrabam ; and, on this account, ri ighteousnes || 
is imputed to them ! Is it possible that you can suppog | 
that righteousness is imputed to believers on Abraham’; 7 
decount ! Is not such a sentiment highly derogatory to | 
the honour of the glorious Redeemer ? I should cer. | 4 
tainly have supposed, that the sentence had inadvertently | 4 
escaped your notice, were it not that the general tenor | 
of your reasoning on the text has the same aspect. 

Perhaps, Sir, you will charge me 4 with setting 
aside the authority of the Apostle. think I do nots ty 
but most heartily revere it. But I can never bring my. | : 
self to believe, that when it is said, ** That he received th V7 
sign, Sc. that he might be the father of all them that be © 
Reve ;———that righteousness might be imputed to them also; ¥ 
that he meant to be understood, that righteousness wai F 
_ imputed on the account of Abrahams faith, or of his be. | 
ing constituted the father of believers ; but on account of Fy 
their believing in the Saviour with the same faith which § : 

he had, while uncircumcised. Your sentiment, to me & 
Rot only appears to be mecorrect, but to contain a very 
ious error. It supposes, that we must be Abre 

ham’s children before we are believers : for we know that 19 
righteousness is imputed to believer, and as soon a fa 
he is a believer; (for all that believe are justified. ) a 
~<In every light in which we can view statement, i 
we meet-with difficulties which are inexplicable. For if jj 
it be true, that “ on his account as our father, righteous- 
néss is imputed to us,” then we must be his children an- 
tecedently to this act of imputation: but we cannot be | 
his children without being believers ; and the very instant | 
we ‘become believers, righteousness is imputed to us | 
These discordant sentiments, I believe it will be acknowl- | 
edged, are fair deductions from your statement; they 
will therefore be submitted to you, to reconcile them at 
your leisure. 
Tn connexion with this idea of to Abra- | 
ham, you are led to say, that **as the father of the church, 
and the heir of the world, the WHOLE INHERITANCE WS | 
conveyed to him for himself and his seed.” “On reading | 
this, the mind naturally inquires, To whom did he leave 
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theA postle’s account in thexith of Hebrews,who,afterenu- 


| | merating a number of illustrious characters, among whom 
) Abraham is particularly noticed, remarks, These all died 


in faith, not having received the promises, but having seen 


| them afar off, and were persuaded of them, and embraced 
) them, and confessed that they were strangers and pilgrims on 
@ the earth. How does it agree with the general idea given 


of Christ, in whom are bid all the treasures of wisdom and 
knowledge. For it pleased the Father, that in him should all 


We fulness dwell, The Father loveth the Son, and hath given 
we) all things inte his hands. 1 know not what precise mean- 
| ing you affix to the “ whole inheritance” of the church: 
'@ if I have not mistaken you, the above difficulyes, with 
[= many more of a similar nature, offer themselves for solu- 
)§ tion on the admission of the sentiment. 


I would gladly relieve your patience, Sir, but there is 


by one point more which must be noticed, before 1 close 
py this Letter, I refer to what I have said with respect to 
=) apart of the 11th verse of the ivth of Romans, being 
Oe considered as a parenthesis. Upon this you observe, “ I 
) confess it would have been some satisfaction to have been 
3% informed, by what authority you dispense with periods, 
em and insert parentheses, at your pleasure, inthe sacred text.” 
ey it might be deemed sufficient to say, that I do.it by the 
=} same authority by which you leave out or suppress a 
, ie parenthesis, when it suits your convenience, as I shall 


presently shew. | 

Will you be so good, Sir, as to inform me, whether the 
Scriptures were originally divided into chapters and ver- 
ses, «id by the inspired writers pointed as they now are? If 


we may credit Leavis* and others on the subject, we must __ 


conclude they were not. ‘That these divisions are arbi- 
trarily,and,in some instances, injudiciously made, has been 
acknowledged by most theological writers. But to come 
direct to the point; I conclude, Sir, you will allow, that it 
is the construction of a sentence, and-not the inclosing it _ 
between two circular strokes or brackets, that makes it a 

parenthesis. I understand a parenthesis to mean “ cer-_ 
tain intercalary words inserted in a discourse, which inter-_ . 
tupt the sense, or thread; but seem necessary for the 


* Author of the Hist, of Translation. 
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-  @losed in a bracket or crotchet, but it appeared to me, tha] 


LETTER IX. 
better'understanding of the subject. The proper chara! 
teristic of a parenthesis is, that it may be either taken jy) 7 
orleft out, the sense and the gramimar remaining entire.” 

- This, Sir, is precisely the light in which I considered the| 
sentence now under consideration. I knew it was not ip. 7 


the Apostle’s argument required it to be thus understood, 4 
The same is undoubtedly true, of Gal. ili. 13. notwith 7 


standing you have pronounced it “totally irrelevant.” 


believe that no one who-has any philological knowledg ig 
will deny, but that the last sentence in the 13th vers) 9 
wiz. for it is written, Cursed is every one that hangeth oni 
tree 16 a parenthesis, whether it be to the point in th) @ 
esent argument or not. If it be not, I ask “ by whajy 
authority” you left it out, when citing this passage injy 
“your Discourses ? (page 20.) I-must suppose you consid-f 
‘ered this sentence to be introduced merely as an illustr: , 
‘tion, but not as forming a constituent part of the argu 
-ament, and therefore thought yourself at liberty to omit it 


- “But, Sir, we will proceed to a point which is clear any 
‘indisputable. The passage in Rom. iv. 17. on whidll 
principal dependence has been placed, in 
g your theory against my Strictures, is decidedly 1} 
parenthesis, marked in due form. ‘The Apostle’s arguiy 
‘ment would not ‘be injured by omitting the passage en 
tirely. It appears'that the first clause of the 17th verse 
which is quoted from Gen. xvii. 5. as follows: (4s iti 
written, I have made thee a father of many nations ; ) wat 
referred to merely as an illustration of the last sentenc] 
an the 16th verse. it stands thus : Zo the end the promt 
ase might be sure to all the seed, not to that only which is qf 
‘the law, but to that also which is of the faith of Abrahams 
who is the father of us all; (As it is written, I have 
made thee a father of many nations) before him whom kk 
believed, even God, who quickeneth the dead, and calleth that} 
things which be not as though they were. The above i] 
_ ‘almost, if not the only instance, I believe, expressly qu| 
‘ted from the covenant of circumcision, in the Nev] 
“Pestament. not blame you for making the mos} 
which you fairly can ‘of ‘it. ; But, Sir, to use your ow] 
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LETTER x. 


| ianpuage, < you must have been strangely forgetful, or 
in very far upon the credulity of 
your readers, when, in your haste” to reprehend me for 
altering scripture points, you did not recollect, that in 
quoting the very passage in dispute, you have suppressed 
the marks of a parenthesis, and pointed it as though it 
formed a constituent part of the Apostle’s argument.* 
» Thus, Sir, I have proved, that in quoting Gal. i. 13, 
you have omitted the very sentence which I considered 
"= as a parenthesis, although you have implicitly denied it 
® to be such; and in Rom. iv. 17. that you have incor- 
porated a parenthesis into the body of the Apostle’s ar- 
= gument, by suppressing the usual characters which dis- 
>) tinguish such a sentence. If it be indeed * a liberty, of 
® at least avery questionable nature,” to suppose, that from 
the construction of a sentence, it ought to be differently 
‘pointed; what shall we think of the liberty you have 
taken, for the above alterations, of which you gave no 
Notice, nor assigned any reasons whatever. -I have only 
=% to add, I shouldsuppose, that a man who lived in a house 
=e of glass, would be cautious of breaking his neighbour’s 


“Tam, dear Sir, 


> 


Respectfully your's, &c. 


PPL LP DOPOD OP 
LETTER X. 
REV. AND DEAR SIR, we | 
___IN my preceding Letters I have endeavoured can- 
didly to examine the principal arguments which you 
have offered in vindication of your Two Discourses. 
Your remarks upon my Strictures have also been con- 
sidered 3 and the whole will shortly be before the public, 
whose decision I hope will be according to truth. 

__ Notwithstanding I have laboured some points to a con- 
siderable length, I am far from thinking that the subject 
is exhausted. Yet, if what I have written no. 

conviction upon I have little reason to con- 
| | | 


* Dise. p. 


windows. . 


\/ 


tions.’ This I considered as referring 


78 
clude that any thing which I could offer would hav | 


that effect. It would swell my pamphlet to a huge vol. 


ume, were I to take up, in detail, every thing which] A 
consider to be amiss in your book. Whatever is mate. % : 
rial to the argument, or to a fair vindication of ow 
sentiments as Baptists, will not be intentionally omitted, °° 
I proceed now, Sir, to an examination of your Xth Let. 7 
ter. In this you exhibit what you call a “ counterpart” to 
my explanation of the covenant of circumcision. I will © 
here present a brief sketch of both, and add a few remarks 7] 
as I pass along. | | 
The promissory parts of the covenant, I stated as fol. | 7 
lows: ¢ Art.1. J will multiply thee exceedingly. This) 
I considered as referring to Abraham’s natural posterity, |) 
To which you reply, “ The spiritual as well as the F) 
natural seed of Abraham will ultimately be as the © 
stars of heaven for multitude.” I allowed, although © 
you have not noticed it, that the former might be typi- § 


- eal of the latter. But the question is, Whether this be J 
the proper and fair import of the above mentioned prom. 7 


ise. Does it agree with the following remark,—£saia 79 
also crieth concerning Israel, though the NUMBER of the chil. © 


dren of Israel be as the sand of the sea, a REMNANT shall FR 


be saved? | 
_* Art. 2. And thou shalt be a father of many na- 
primarily to the § 
descendants of Abraham, which were divided into sev- 
eral different nations ; but admitted, that it might be 


 considéred as having a ‘ typical reference’ to the church | 


of God. My entire statement stood thus; ‘ There is | 
nothing in this article which points us directly to the church | 


of Christ : the utmost that can fairly be made out, will be 7 


gut altogether, I look with confidence to be acquitted by | 
ajudicious public. 


last idea, you proceed to ch 
the authority of the A le” 


in which the Apostle has quoted the passage, by merely | 


only a typical reference.’ Without taking any notice of this | 
me with “ disregarding 
postle.” But when the manner 


alluding to it in a parenthesis is considered, I have no | 
doubt I shall be exonerated from the . Ifby the | 
laws of philological criticism, a parenthesis may be left | 
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<Article 3. And kings shall comE OUT OF THEE.’ 
> 1 understood, and explained this, as having 2 literal re- 
= to the ‘natural offspring of the patriarch.’ “ It had 
also,” you add, “ a typical respect to is spiritual seed.” 1 
) will not at present dispute the point, as it is of no conse- 
"= quence to the argument; but will only observe, that I 
* should hardly suppose, that Abraham’s spiritual seed, 
} though called kings and priests, (in a certain sense) could 
be said to come cut of him. | 
% With respect to the 4th Article, I am satisfied to refer 


it, as explained in my Strictures, and in your Letters, 


|) with only adding the passage which you affixed as the 
'} motto to your Discourses, with the addition of two lines 
"} to complete the sense. ‘Oye seed of Israel his servant, 
') ye children of Jacob his chosen ones---Be ye mindful 
always of his covenant, the word which he commanded 
» to a thousand generations; even the covenant which he 
= made with Abraham, and of his cath unto Isaac; and 
© hath confirmed the same to Jacob for a /aw, and to Israel 


hi _ for an everlasting covenant, saying, Unto thee will T give 
a the land of Canaan, the lot of your inberitance.”"* By omit- 


ting the 


ph,'it will be seen that you totally 


i) changed the sense of the inspired writer. To render the 


|) passage subservient to your views, you undoubtedly found 
it necessary to suppress the entire sense of the sacred 
writer, and to give us only his preliminary remarks, 
without inserting the subject to which they related. 
You are pleased in the next place, to charge me with 
connecting ‘‘ the capital promise” as you call it, in this 
4th Article, with the promise of the land of Canaan. Yet, 
is it any otherwise connected than as it stands in the 
Bible ? Would you wish me, in order to accommodate 
you, to put asunder what God has joined together ? 
__ [ suppose, Sir, if I had said jn general terms, that in 
this Article, “ God promised to be a God to believers 
and tatheir seed,” you would not have complained ; but 
= my attempting to affix some specific idea to the expres- 
@ sions, has led you to conclude, that I was ‘¢ evidently em- | 
@ barrassed.” My candid attempts to place the subject in 
= 2 clear and rational light, and to show the consequences 
* 2 Chron, xvi. 13, 15-18 
| 


| 
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. must an answer to them be put off till some other tim) 


of admitting the construction given by the Pichia 
you insinuate, is only an attempt adroitly to turn th 
attention” of my readers from my own embarrassment ty 
the difficulties in which I am attempting to involve them, 
You add, “ Your mazy questions and consequences, fo. 
lowing this connexion, may have some attention in anoth. — 
er place.” Is this, Sir, a fair way of disposing of. ue 
matter, to tell your readers that your opponent is “em 
barrassed,” and therefore bis mazy questions may 

some attention in another place?” Youknow, Sir, and 

your readers ought to know, that these questions are dot 
rectly to the point under consideration, and form a mate) ~ 
rial part of my argument on the subject. Why then) © 


and place, when the subject to which they relate will no} 
be,so fully recollected ? It 3 1s quite pomible, that somed 


barrassing” to yourself ; and may assign this.as the reason|) 
ef your declining to answer them, in connenion-wieh 
axgument towhich they relate. I will only add, I sincere i 
ly wish that every reader of this.controversy may omg 
your Xth Letter, particularly the last page of it, with? 
the statement in my Appendix, which he. will find:in 
page 172, and the four following; and he will then beh 
able to, judge who has discovered the greatest degree d ' 
“ embarassment,” or displayed the most ess” i} 
attempting to get:clear of it, 

There is,Sir,one other thing inthisLetter tharrequie| 
to be noticed. You have represented my explanation o f 
the 4th Article of the Abrahamic covenant, as making | 
the land of Canaan the chief, if not the only thing cor | 
tained init. . Did you forget, or did you. overlook is } 
your haste, what I had said on the athieat? Inthe very | 
outset I observed, ‘ Here are two leading ideas in this at} 
ticle. . The first is; God’s promise to- be a Gop:to: Abro | 
ham and his seed. The second, to give them the land ¢ | 
Canaan, .(p».173.) On-the first oF th these I. bestowed | 
very particular attention, ‘knowing it was. a main pillar 
in the Pzedobaptist theory. To these remarks you hav¢ | 
been pleased to give the following reply : : 6 But I will | 


. 


mazy questions and consequences,” were alittle 


@f the above covenant: “ He (i. 

_ with Abraham, importing, that his seed should be very numerous, and 

_ have Canaan for their inheritance. This he confirmed to Isaac and 
Jacob, and of this circumcision was the seal; for which reason it is call- 
ed covenant.” Gen. xiii. 15, 16,27. xv. 28. xvii. 4—9, 13. Pea. cv. 
“Meh, ix. 8.” Brown's Script. 


LETTER X. 
) here, Sir, freely acknowledge, and would do it with grat- 


jtude, that after all your attempts to darken and dimin- 


ish a subject, as clear as it is glorious, and to cast reproach 
upon the believers in this everlasting covenant, I am one 
of those, who de/ieve, that the great promise in view, con- 
tains every thing, that a God of mercy can bestow upon fallen 
creatures for time and eternity.” No person, I presume, 
Sir, wishes to control your delief : but what have you 
proved, more than what I freely conceded? Have you 
proved; that God promised to be a God in a saving and 
special sense to all Abraham's natural offspring, or to al! — 
the natural offspring, or seed, of Gentile believers? If — 
not, the subject still remains as dark as I left it. Wili 
you presume to say, that God has promised, that all the 
natural offspring or seed of Abraham, or of Gentile be- 
lievers, shall come to the saving knowledge of the truth ?* 


Or, that he has promised that any who do not come te 


the knowledge of the truth shall be saved? If not, of 


_ what avail are all your pathetic declarations of what you 


“believe.” Iam not disputing the goodness of your 
heart, but the correctness of your theory. 

I do not feel myself chargeable with having retained 
only the “ mere outward integument or shell';” nor of © 
‘‘ throwing away the more precious and excellent part of 
this covenant.” I think I retain all the important bless- _ 
ings ever promised to Abraham, and to the world; but 
I cannot attach them all to the covenant of circumcision . 

Yow suggest, that I view the promises of this covenant 


‘much in “ the same zemporal light,” as did the carnal part 


of the Jewish nation and church.”+ » Hence you proceed: — 
to ask, * But was it thus with the true deirs of the prom- 
ises ? No, Sir 5” you add, “ but they confessed that they 

* ¢ Natural’ is used in distinction from spiritual. seed. 
+ A respectable Padobaptist writer om the following explanation 
made a covenant of property 


only the shell ? 


parts of this covenant, and retain 
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fi >t 
F 
ay" 
ak. 
the 
te, 
‘ 
1 this venerable old Pres 


Impartial public, and am, dear Sir, 


were strangers and pilgrims on the earth, and they desiredg 
BETTER COUNTRY, that is, aw HEAVENLY.” And didths © , 
arise from their different views of the covenant of circum, 
cision, or from their being believers in the promised Messi. | 


ah ? I rest the decision of this important question withan 


Respectfully your’s, &c.. 


LETTER XL 


REV, ANB DEAR SIR, 
.. YOU commence your XIth Letter, which I am now 97 
to consider, by quoting your third head of argument a 95 
stated in your Discourses, as follows: 3d. ‘* The cove- 7 
nant made with Abraham and his seed, 15 the covenant of 
which, in the New Testament, Christ is said to. be the Meds 


ator, and which is designated as the covenant to be established 


with the church in the days of the gospel.” BS 
This proposition, Sir, to me, wears a very doubtful § 


aspect ; and were it not that F wish to narrow rather than — 


widen the field of controversy, I might undertake to show \ 


‘its incorrectness.. But I shall content myself with only 
proposing a few things to your consideration. . 
Few men whose writings] have read, make nfore fre- 


_ quent complaints that their opponents “ assert,” but do | 


mot * prove,” than yourself. I cannot, however, per- | 


ceive that you. have offered any sufficient proof in sup- 
port of the above proposition. In what way have you 
made it appear, that what the Apostle calls a better 
covenant whieh(he-says) was. established upon better prom- 

pe Abrahamic Surely not by | 
ducing, that, .orany part of but by citing another, 
mentioned some centuries after in of Jere- 
miah;* and quoted'by the Apostle as follows : For rhisis 
the cowenant that I will make qwith the house of Lsracl, Afier | 
those days, saith the Lord, I will put my laws into. their 
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to-trust in him, and to cleave-to his service.”* 


LETTER XI. : | 83 
mind, and write them in their hearts : and Iwill be to them 


) a God, and they shall be to me a people.” This,” say you, 


‘s is called indeed a NEW covenant.” Not because it is 


> really a new one, but * because of its revival and re- 
> newal.” Neither the prophet, Sir, nor the Apostle have 


given the least intimation, that an old covenant, that ‘had 


been for a long time greatly obscured, and almost lost 


out of sight,” was about to be revived ; but declare from 


the mouth of God, that he would make a NEW COVE- 


nant. The « excellent” Mr. Scott, (as you call him) 


' happens also to differ entirely from you on this point. 


He says, “ Israel as a nation typified the true people of 
God: the old covenant made with them was typical of 


' the mew covenant made with all TRUE BELIEVERS AS 


onE IN Curist. This is not ratified with a nation as 
such, —_e every Christian nation is under a dispensa- 


| tion of mercy, according to this covenant in some. things. 


as the Jews were;) but it is made with Christ the surety, 


9) in behalf of his people, and with each of them personal- 
>) ly, as by faith he becomes a member of his mystical body. 


The moral law was written in tables of stone, and in the 
book of the law, and put into the 4ands of the Israelites, 
but they brake it, for want.of a spiritual mind, and thus 
it brought them under condemnation :. but according to 
the mew covenant, God engages to put ** it into the inward. 
parts, and to. write it in the hearts” of his people: that is, — 
by regenerating grace he creates in them a judgment, dis- 
position, and affection congenial to the holy law of love.” 


After describing the various exercises of the regener- 


ated heart, he adds, “ In this way the Lord becomes their 
God, and they bis people, prepared for the daily exercise: 
ef repentance, faith, humble conscientious obedience, 
and the spiritual worship of him in his ordinances. It 


8 not needful for persons of this character, to call one- 


another off from idols to the knowledge and. worship. 
of nice: more 
teaching g: out company, from greatest to the: 
least, have ‘an heart given them so to: know the Lord?” 
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This, Sir, appears to be the genuine sense of the py 
sage. This accords entirely with my views, and wi, 
those of my Baptist brethren. But how widely diffe. ~ 
ent from your fanciful explanation of the renewal” 
an old covenant ? You certainly will not suspect M, ~ 
Scott of a design against-infant baptisnr. I will repex 
the text again, and add your explanation, and the cand 7 
will judge which appears the most scriptural. “ Bel) ~ 
‘the days come, saith the Lord, that I will make a new com 
nant with the house of Israel, and with the house of Fudah!\ 
You implicitly say, No. ‘Tt is indeed catled a new cove) © 
nant, because of its revival and renewal.” But it is nal 7 


such in reality. « Unhappily, in this instance, the aw) 


thority of” the prophet, “ the apostle,” and the excel 5” 
Tent Mr. Scott, “appear to have with you but litt, 

In order to show that you have ‘conceded to mi) 
difference” between the Abrahamic covenant, and the! 
one last mentioned, you “ present at large the- passage’ | 
of your Discourses on whith I remarked in my Stric|7 
‘tures: but I cannot perceive that you have relieved the ~ 
subject in the smallest degree. Yow are pleased to say, J 
that “In the last instance, indeed, there is an intimation 7 
of a renewal of heart in those with whom the covenatt f7 
is established.” «The same also” (you continue) “ wa fj 
intimated at the first establishment of the covenant with 
Abraham and his seed by the sign of circumcisio?, | 
‘which was a seal of the niGHTEOUSNESs of faith, and | 


sacrament significant of a renovation of heart, or a new | 
creature.” ‘This, Sir, is the way in which you prove | 


‘that the Abrahamic covenant, and: the one caer ae 
NEW COVENANT, are one !' If the point is proved, I cer- 
“tainly a to be satisfied. But whether it be owing to 
@ want of comprehension, or to some other cause, I know | 
_ “Mot;~yet I freely acknowledge, that I cannot see the | 
_ ‘Teast shadow of proof in the whole of your statement. | 
_ Circumcision,” you say, “ was a sacrament, significant | 
heart, or a new creature?” 1 am ata | 
Did it signify, that the subjects of this rite were the | 
subjects of renewing grace, and that they were actually 
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Sr Testament, Was the Abrahamic covenant the New Testa- 


LETTER 


new creatures? This I think you will not pretend, inas- 
> much as the rite was specially to be applied to infants of 
> eight days old. Reason, as well the history of those 
> who were circumcised, forbids this conclusion. Did ‘it 
) signify that those who were circumcised should ever 
certainly experience a renovation of heart, or become 
* new creatures? This conclusion can no more be ad- 
) mitted than the above. It equally fails in point of fact. 
> Did it signify, then, that they stood in need of arenovation 


of heart, in order to enjoy God? Should this be ad- 
mitted, (and I think it is the utmost that can be admit- 


_» ted) will it prove the tenure of this covenant, to be the 
same of the new covenant? Most certainly it will not. 


For while the subjects of the first were at most only 
taught by circumcision, that their hearts needed to be re- 
newed; the new covenant declares, that every individe 
ual who is a participant in-it, has already deen renovated, 
and made a new creature, and has the law written in his 
heart ; and, in this sense, has no need to be taught to 
know the Lord: for all that are interested in its bless- 


ta ings know him, from the least even unto the greatest. I 


should suppose, Sir, that your own statement, without 
any comment upon it, would be sufficient to convince 
a unprejudiced mind, that these covenants are reall 
_ But, Sir, your statement involves another very serious 

y- You say, * the covenant made with Abra- 
ham and his seed, is the covenant of which, in the New 
Testament, Christ.is said to be the Mediator.” I am 
sensible it would be a little mortifying to you, to have 


it thought that you had not examined your statement in 


all its bearings. But I confess, Sir, I feel some difficul- 


ty in admitting it, and particularly for the following rea- 


sons: It is said in the viiith of Hebrews, « But now 
hath he obtained.a more excellent ministry, by how much 
also he is the Mediator.of a better covenant, which was 
established upon better promises.”* . Now, Sir, according 
to your statement, God made this better covenant with 

© diabrinnc, the word here translated covenant, in the ixth chapter and 
5th verse is rendered testament. Christ is there said to be the Mediator 
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four hundr 


covenant, which was far inferior to it! It will be 


that the “ new covenant” of which Christ was Mediator, 4 


Abraham and his seed, which was, as you conterid, to * 

an everlasting covenant; and yet, in the short spaceg > p, 
a and six years, when they had scarcely b. 7 

_gan to realize its blessings, he put them under the Sin 7 


was distinct from that which the Jewish nation had been | : 


under from the days of Moses, which comprehended a. © 
most the whole of their national existence? Is it no 7 
. then perfectly unaccountable, that at the very momen 7 
when God was displaying his power, in delivering th > 


seed of Jacob from their cruel bondage, according to his { 4 
ancient covenant with Abraham ; that he should remove} © Ji 


them from this better covenant, and place them undef 7 
one less favourable ; and one established om promises not | 7 
eresting as that under which they had been, in the | 7 
_ the faithfulness of God to Abraham his “ friend,” or FF 

with his promises concerning his seed ? The thought is | ~ 


so int 
days of their exile ? Does sucha 


utterly inadmissible. 


Apostle does not contrast the Abrahamic with the Sinai 77t 
covenant ; but the Sinai covenant, comprehending the |[¥ | 
Abrahamic, with the gospel? Is it not further plain, that # 


the gospel church was now put in possession of much mt 


greater and higher privileges than were ever possessed Jj 
by the Jewish nation? And yet, Sir, these important 

ivi and blessings are considered by the Apostle jj 
ised in the new | 


only as the fulfilment of what was 
covenant, as recorded by the prophet Jeremiah. _ 


On the whole, Sir, I feel justified in doubting your | 
statement, until you offer some more rational and satis- | 
proof, that the “ new covenant fo de made with | 


factory 


sant of which Christ is the Mediator. Whether you 


Is it mot plain, Sir, that in the viiith of Hebrews, the | 4 
: the housé of*Israel and with the house of Judah,” was 
not in fact anew one; but only the renewal of an old 
one, which had been made with their fathers thirteen | 
hundred and fifty years before. Nor can it be admitted, | 
| without clearer evidence than any you have as yet produ- | 
ced, that the Abrahamic covenant was that better 
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‘}uconceded” to it, or not, there is evidently an im- 
> portant difference between the two. 

’ As further proof that these covenants are one, you 
a eed to say, “in the Old Testament, a renovation of 
heart, or inward conformity to the law of God, is abun- 
“Bdantly inculcated.”” But does this answer to the lan- 
7 guage and provisions of the new covenam? By no- 
means. It would be unreasonable to suppose, that God — 
* should fot, under every dispensation, inculcate” 
necessity of a renewal of heart.” Does it hence fol- 
> low, that all who were “ sealed with the sign of circum- 
|» cision,” were renewed persons ? You certainly do not be-— 
'® lieve it yourself. Would it not, Sir, be as reasonable to — 

> suppose, that all your congregationare rea/ Christians? for 

") I have no doubt but you inculcate upon them the ne- 
)) cessity of a “ renewal of heart.” But the language of 
= the new covenant is very different from all this. Its 
=» declarations are absolute. « This shall be the covenant 
©» that I will make with the house of Israel, After those days, | 
9 saith the Lord, Z will put my law in their inward parts, 
a ond write it in their hearts, and will be their God, and 
1% they shall be my people. And they shall teach no more 
J every man his neighbour, and every man his brother, say- 
=) ng, Know the Lorn: for they shall o// know me, from 
5 the least of them unto the greatest of them, saith the Lord: 
© for I will forgive their iniquity, and will’remember their 
sin no more.” (Jer. xxxi. 33, 34.) Hence, Sir, we see, 
that after all your efforts to make out a similarity between 
this and the covenant of circumcision, there remains a 
clear and irreconcileable distinction. This distinction 
must forever remain, unless you can make it appear, that 
to “¢ inculcate” the necessity of a renewal of heart, andthe 
actual possession of a renewed heart; are the same thing. 

In noticing my observations upon the word everlasting, 
as used in relation to the covenant of circumcision, in- 
stead of proving my statement incorr¢gt, you have pressed 
the passions of your readers with uncommon eloquence 
and pathos. On supposition, that the covenant of cir- _ 
cumeision is abrogated, you exclaim, Alas! Sir, and 
what is to become of you and me ?—~What is to become 
of the church at large ?—What is to become of all the 


| 
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nations of the earth?” Permit me, Sir, to ask, what 


become of the pious patriarchs and others, whe diedte 
fore the covenant of circumcision was in being ? I should 
suppose it would tend greatly to allay your fears, cou — 
_ you believe with me, that although this covenant by 
‘waxen old; and vanished away, it is succeeded by a better, 
‘and one estdblished on better promises 5 yea, one of whic 
Jesus Christ himself is the Mediator. Inthe rich prov, 
sions of the latter, dear Sir, I humbly hope we are be 

interested, although we do not see every thing alike at wi 
sent. Tf , through boundless grace, we have been 
to know the Lord, we may indulge this pleasing hope ! 


for it in the prophets, And they shall be all vag 


of God. 
have animadverted with so much freedom in ths) 


iter, was principally intended to show, that when th! 


of a promise, or covenant, are fulfilled, 
can be no longer binding on the promiser. | 
Iam sensible that it would be difficult to select 
figure which would perfectly illustrate my meanim — 
Perhaps the following may serve to render the sub | 
clear. <A. promises, on condition of the fidelin 
of B. to his person and interest, at 2 certain given peti 


to put him in immense property, 
cient for himself and his heirs for a thousand generation} 


The period of B.’s probation expires; A. is satisfied, am | 
fulfils his engagement to B. and thus annuls the promis 
sory part of his covenant with him.’ ‘Will any one 
pose that B. is less happy . 
_ promised, than he was in the mere promise of it ? This!” 

Siryis nearly the light in which I view God’s engagement” 

‘to Abraham and his posterity. He has brought on them), 
andon the nations, the blessings promised. ‘Did 
promise Abraham a numerous posterity ? he has fulfille!’ 
_ It. Didhe promise to give them the land of Canaan fo” 
@ possession ? at the appointed time he gave it to thet 
Did he promise that in the Seed-of Abraham all nation 
should be blessed ? the SEED Aas come to whom the prot 


made, and the nationsare blessed invhim. “ Be 
hold (suid Joshua, im addressing the tribes of Israel, ‘| 
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The design of the note in my Appendix, on whit) 


in the possession of the gow! . 
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day I am going the way of all the earth: and ye know 
in all your hearts, and in all your souls, that not one 
thing hath failed of all the good things which the Lord 
your God spake concerning you : all are come to pass unto. 
you, and not one thing hath failed thereof.”™ Thus the 
promise was fulfilled, and the promisees put 1n actual 
possession of the good promised. | hea 
That covenant was undoubtedly peculiar to that dis- 
nsation. \ If it were not to secure its patronage in — 
favour of infant baptism, it is conceived, that few, if any, 
would undertake to prove, that the gospel church is 
still under the administration of that covenant. The 
Apostle said to the believing Romans, Ye are not under 
the law, but under grace. Uf so, how can it be believed 
that the Christian church is still under the covenant of 
circumcision ? This would carry us even back of the Sinai 
covenant, or ceremonial law, with which that covenant 
was incorporated. We have indeed thought that we 
were not under the Jewish, but under the gospel dispen- 
sation; that we were now enjoying the blessings of 
grace and truth, as brought by Fesus Christ. Believin 
that the darkness of Judaism was past, and that the true 


In my remarks upon the perpetuity of the covenant, I 


_ observed, that God said to Abraham, “ My covenant shall 


be in your flesh, for an everlasting covenant.” Hence in 


my Strictures, the mark of circumcision in the flesh was 


considered of equal perpetuity with the covenant itself. 
But you reply, «The ‘mark of circumcision’ is not 


, said to be an ¢ everlasting mark ;’ but the ‘ mark,’ if we 
‘must use the word, of an everlasting covenant.” This, 
Sir, is but a mere evasion of the difficulty. Is it not 
_ plain beyond a doubt, that when God said his covenant 
was in their flesh, he referred to their circumcision, and 


to nothing else ? Was there any thing belonging to the 
covenant that might be-said to be in their flesh except- 
ing the token ? Nothing, Sir, that the scriptures inform 
us of. If this token, then, has ceased, can it any longer 
be said that this everlasting covenant is in their flesh? — 
Can this be said in truth of any uncircumcised person ? 


Joshua, xxiii. 14. 
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If circumcision, as you have uniformly reasoned, wa 
a seal of that everlasting covenant, and essential to its _ 
validity, it is difficult to see how the covenant canbe _ 
kept in force without the seal. For, if a seal be neces 
sary to the validity of an instrument, then that instr. 
ment cannot be valid without the seal. The rainbow, 
for instance, was the token of God’s covenant with N . 
as circumcision was of his covenant with Abraham. Sup. 
pose, Sir, that the rainbow should cease, and never mor 
appear. Could it be proved, that the covenant respect. 
ing the drowning of the world was stillin force? [| 
should suppose, to say the least, that the proof would | — 
be very difficult. 
_ The token of the Abrahamic covenant has long since | © 
ceased, except with the unbelievers in the Messiah, | 
_ Christ told the Jews that he was sot come to destroy the 
law, but to fulfil it. 1am not attempting to destroy the | 
.covenant of circumcision, but to show that it has been 7” 
fulfilled. | 
To say that baptism now seals the same covenant, ~ 
which circumcision formerly did, is to assume what never 
__ has, and, we believe, never can be proved. Baptism,to 7 
my recollection, is never said to be the seal or token of |” 
any covenant whatever ; but the answer of a good con | © 
science towards God. Can it with propriety be said of 
baptized infants, My covenant is in your flesh ? Do the F 
Scriptures any where give the least intimation that bap- F 
tism is a seal of the Abrahamic covenant? If not, shall ff 
vain man presume to set aside a sea/ appointed by God, 
and, without divine authority, substitute another in its [ 
room? He that reproveth God, let him answer it. 8 8 © 
Indulge me, Sir, to bestow a moment’s attention upon . 
your last paragraph, and I will relieve your patience for | 
the «In this you are pleased to say, « notwith- | 
standing all you have thought proper to say to the con- | 
trary, I yet firmly believe that God is still the God of © 
Abraham” (and) “ his seed, and that Ae hath prepared for — 
_ thema city.” Probably, Sir, as firmly believe this, as you 
do. AndI may also add, I as firmly believe that he is the 
_ God of Abel, Enoch, and Noah, who all lived, and died — 
tong before either Abraham or the covenant of circum 


wets 


a 
‘ 


consideration. And I hopeto attend to it with all that 


LETTER XII. 91 


cision existed. Nor have I said any thing, either directly, 
or which, by fair implication, can be construed as being 
contrary to such a belief. The following story I suppose 
you meant to have understood as proof that I deny that 
God is still the God of Abraham, viz. that ‘ one of my 


7 friends exultingly said, J had destroyed the Abrahamic 


covenant.” Who this friend is, I know not, nor am I 
concerned to know: for FE do not hold myself accounta- 
ble for what either my friends or my foes may say. Nor 
should I have thought, that in a dispute of this nature, 
you would have taken notice of such a vague observa- 
tion. It was an aphorism of one of the wisest of men, 
Take no heed also unto all words,—lest thou hear thy servant 
curse thee ; for—thou thyself likewise hast cursed others. 
I could easily furnish you with a counterpart to the above 
observation, from the remarks of some of your injudi-~ 


cious friends, but I see no reason for such a procedure. 


I only add, I am, Sir, | | 


Respectfully your’s, Sc. 


LETTER 


REV. AND DEAR SIR, 


YOUR XillIth Letter of course now comes under 


patience and candour which its importance requires. 
After some introductory remarks, you repeat what you 
eall your “ fourth head of argument,” as stated in your 
Discourses; and to which you add the following obser- 
vations: In your Strictures, you have said nothing, 
as I recollect, directly to this point; but in the third 


section of your Appendix, without any regard to the ar- 


guments exhibited to prove that the post- Christian church 
is only a continuation, under a new dispensation, of the 
pre-Christian, you attempt to prove that it is not.” 


It is true, Sir, I did not take notice, distinctly, of your 


arguments to prove the identity of what you call the pre 
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and post Christian church ; for I did not consider myself, 
in this section, as writing a reply to your book. 

In this Letter, Sir, you commence your examination : 
of my arguments to prove the difference between the i 
Jewish and Christian churches. ‘ But careful thong | 
you have been,” say you, “to keep our proofs out of 
sight your arguments, im this section, I shall endei. 
vour directly to meet and answer.” 

My first argument was intented to show, that the two. 
churehes ‘ differ essentially in their constitutions.’ 1 stated — 
briefly what I understood to be the constitution of the _ 
Jewish church, in which it was considered to consist of © 
© those primary laws, by which they were united ani| 
distinguished, as an ecclesiastical body.’ ‘¢ These laws, | 
at was further observed, ‘ contain the —— 
which constitute the right of membership.’ It was ad 
ded, * Circumcision holds the first and most important | 
place in this system. ‘This formed the discrimeoatn 
line between the members of this church and all others” 
It was the initiating badge of membership ; for no mit _ 4 
of the seed of Abraham, nor any others, could be admitted ~ 


to the privileges of that church without it.’ This, oo j i 


is the way in which I explained my meaning, that § ar-|7 
cumcision held the first and most important place in that ay 


tem.’ But after detaching the sentence, you have given f 
it a very different and widely extended meaning from 


what I intended. If you will be at the trouble to exam- 1 4 


ine it again, you will perceive that it was predicated on § 
_ the sentence immediately preceding, viz. the ‘ qualifice 
tions which constitute the right of membership.’ 
_ That the force of my statement may be sped : 
you will permit me to ask, Whether Job, or Melchize- | ; 
deck, or any other person, however holy they might be, ~ 
could have been admitted to the special privileges of 
that church, without being circumcised ? It is plain they 
could not. It must hence have been obvious to you, © 
_ Sir, that in this sense I considered its importance. Whe @ 
_ My statement is seen in its fair connexion, I am persuad- | 
ed it will not be censured as erroneous. Had you Cone © 
sidered it candidly, in the light which I meant it to be © q 
taken, you “_— have spared all your labour to re 
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that Abraham, and some of his posterity, were heirs to 
blessings more important than circumcision. 
Your next attempt is, to shew the incorrectness of the 
following statement in my Strictures, viz. ‘ to constitute 
a person 4 complete member of the Jewish church, re- 


quired nothing more, than to be bought with Jewish 


-money, or born of Jewish parents, and to be circumcised.’ 


« This, Sir,” you reply, * is an assertion, which I believe 
can never be proved !” If it were doubtful in your 


mind, Sir, why ‘did you not disprove it? You have had 


a fair opportunity, and made a very laboured, but unsuc- 
cessful attempt. You have, to be sure, asked a great many 
questions, and told us what you “ believe,” and what you 


| do “not believe :” but all this is very far from disprov- 


« But perhaps,” say you, « by a *complete’ member,’ 


you did not mean a ¢true member, but only a person visi- 


bly entitled to all the external rights and privileges of 


the church.” ‘This is a distinction that the gospel knows 
nothing about. A man that is * a complete member,’ and 
¢ entitled to all the external rights and privileges of the 
church,” must be, as far as we are able to judge, a 


“true member.” Whenever we have sufficient evidence 


to prove that he is not a true member, we have sufficient 
evidence to deprive him of his “ external privileges.” 


Hence I am willing to say (for I wish to be explicit) that 


by a ¢ complete member,’ I meant one who, by the con- 
stitution of the Jewish church, had: a lawful visible: stand- 
ing in it, and had a right to all the privileges and immu- 


nities of such a standing. 
Your attempts to embarrass the subject by the above’ 


unjustifiable distinction between a complete member and 


a true one, is a difficulty entirely of your own making. 


And as you have asked a great many questions. relative: 


to if, you will have the goodness, Sir, to indulge mé to 
ask one, and I will then pass on. My question is sim- 
ply this, Whether a person who is ¢ a complete member’ in 
the Tabernacle church, under your pastoral care, is not, 


in your view, a ‘* true member ?” If you should an- - 
Swer in the negative, we must content ourselves to re- 
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amain ignorant of the difference until you explain it 
to us. 

It is really surprising, Sir, to me, that you should not 
have perceived, that all your arguments to prove that more 
was required, in order to membership in the Jewish 


94 


_ church, than was allowed by me, “ go wide of the point.” 


They only serve to show, that God, at different times, 


_ and on different occasions, repeated his requirements to 
-the whole nation of Israel, to obey his commands. But — 


this can no ways affect the question in dispute, unless it 


~ can be proved, that this obedience was eaaeeny: requir- 
ed in order to their membership. ple 


But, Sir, your scripture proof, as ‘ this is the judge 
that must end the strife,” shall now be more particularly 
considered. ‘ Different as the forms might be,” say 


you, * there was, nevertheless, a public profession, a public 


and formal consent to the covenant, necessary to complete 
membership under the former dispensation as under the 
present. Accordingly, in the xxxist of Deuteronomy, 
-we have on record a standing order to this effect.” What 
can be plainer than all this? This standing order,” 

you predicate upon a transaction recorded in the xxixth 
Tee: That this is wholly irrelevant, will sufficiently 
appear from the following considerations :—First, the 


covenant, as it is called, which the people of Israel were 
here called upon to keep, was not the covenant made 


with Abraham formerly, but one now to be made with 


themselves. It reads thus; These are the words of the 
covenant which the Lord commanded Moses TO MAKE with 
the children of Israel in the land of Moab, besides the cove- 
nant which 
__ Abrahamic covenant been the one intended in the above [7 
text, it must still be evident, that this transaction was [- 
not in the remotest sense intended as the criterion of 


made with them in Horeb.* But had the 


‘membership. ‘To deny this, would be implicitly to say, 
that none of all the tribes were complete members before. 
For Moses said, Y¢ stand this day all of you before the Lord 
your God, your CarTains of your tribes, your ELDERS, 
our Ovvicers, with aLu THE MEN of Israel. Were 
pene of thane, Sir, complete members” before? And 


* Deut, xxix, 2. 
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are we to admit this as your proof that they made a 
« public profession under the former dispensation,” 
amounting to the same as required “ under the pres- 
ent 2?” I should almost as soon conceive that a man 
would argue, that the whole Commonwealth of Massa- 
chusetts made a public profession of religion, when their 

Delegates in Convention, in framing the Bill of Rights, 
declared the public worship of God” to be essential 
tothe ‘ preservation. of civil government, and to the 
happiness of a people.” et - 

_ But, Sir, another difficulty, and one which must prove 
fatal to your argument, is yet to be noticed. If ** a pub- 
lic profession, a public and formal consent to the cove- 
‘nant [were] necessary to complete membership under the 
former dispensation,” as you assert to be the case; and 
if the tribes, when assembled on the plains of Moab, 
made this public profession ; then it unavoidably follows, 
that zheir LITTLE ONES, the stranger that was in their camp, 
with the hewers of wood, and drawers of water, all made a 
public profession, and were all made ‘ complete mem- 
bers !” But this proves too much, and so destroys your 

argument. 

To the above transaction you refer as a “ standing 
order,” for completing the membership of such as were 
to come into full communion with the Jewish church. 
But can any qualifications be perceived in a great part 
of the congregation collected on the plains of Moab, dif- 
ferent from those stated by me ? Had their J/ittle ones 
any thing more to constitute them members, than that 
‘they were born of Jewish parents, and circumcised ?” 
_ Or do you suppose they gave their ‘ formal consent to 
_ the covenant,” by proxy ; by means of god-fathers and. 

god-mothers, as some Pzedobaptists have admitted infants. 
in later times to baptism? 

The passage which you have quoted from Deut. xxxi. 
9-13. asa standing order” of that church, requiring 
a public profession in all who were to be considered as: _ 
_ complete members, is conceived to be wholly irrelevant. 
It only proves, that Moses wrote this law, (not the A- 
-brahamic covenant) and delivered it unto. the priests, 
the sons of Levi, which bare the ark of the covenant 
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of the Lord, and unto all the elders of Israel. Anq 

_ Moses commanded them, saying, At the end of every 
seven years, in the solemnity of the year of release, 
in the feast of tabernacles, when all Israel is come tg 


pear before the Lord thy God, in the place which he 


shall choose, thou shalt read this law before all Israel in 
their hearing.” Really, Sir, E should suppose ‘a man 
“must possess a very luxuriant imagination, to see in this 


direction, simply requiring the Levitesto ‘ read the law _ 
before all Israel,” once in seven years, a ‘ standing or. 
der,” requiring “ a public profession, and formal consent 


to the covenant” of circumcision, with a view to com § 
plete the membership of such as. had been circumcised 


You have carried your argument, Sir, (for such I feels | 
pleasure in calling it) to a very great length, in saying, 
that “in this public profession, in thus personally and 


solemnly consenting to the covenant, they sev 


ged to walk after the Lord with all the heart.” Re 


 markable assertion ! Do you seriously believe, Sir, that 
the whole nation of Israel, including their /it#/e ones, did 
personally engage to walk after the Lord? If indeed you 

do, I must leave you to enjoy your opinion ; but I must 
be indulged to say, that I can see no evidence of it in the 


proofs you have exhibited. | rie 
From the quotations, which we have thus briefly no- 
exultingly to ask, * But was there in 
more than being bought with Jewish 
Jewish parents, and circumcised ?” 


readily answer; there undoubtedly was. But the ques 


_ tion is, What is this to the point ? Was all this required 
_. &braham to walk before him and be perfect ; but could 
_ RO person be a complete member of the Jewish church: 


uisite for membership ? God enjoined upon 


whose walk deviated from perfection? ‘The qualifica- 


tions for membership, and the duties enjoined on them, 
_as members, in visible standing, it must be obvious, are, 
profession, a public and formal 
to the covenant,” as you argue, “were necessary to com- 
plete membership ;” then we should suppose; for this very 
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reason, infants could not be members, nor entitled to the 
privileges and blessings which were secured to others as 
such. ‘The fact appears to be this: A great part of the 
assembly, which stood before the Lord on the plains of 
Moab, were complete members of that church before, as. 
far as we have any rules to judge by ;. and a considerable 
part were not such afterwards, if your argument be cor- 
Your argument respecting the relation that ‘ circum- 
 eised children” stood in to the church, as being ana/- 
_ ogous to that in which children, whose names are enrolled 
in the public records as born in this Commonwealth, are 
members of the civil community,” appears extremely 
_ defective. For such a child is as really a subject of the 
~ Commonwealth as the father, and the law takes cogni- 
zance of himas such. It is true, that during his minor- 
ity, 4e is under tutors and governors until the time appoint- 
ed for him to exercise the rights of citizenship. But, 
Sir, is there any change of heart, any oath of allegiance, 
any ‘ formal consent” to the Constitution of the Com- 
monwealth required of him, in order to his being con- 
sidered a complete member of it? I believe you. will 
not pretend that there is. Hence, if ** circumcised 
children were members, in a sense analogous to this,” 
nothing was wanting to complete their membership, but 
mature age. A man-child born in this Commonwealth, 
and living in it until he is twenty-one years old, becomes 
to all intents a member, even without his * formal con- 
sent ;” nor can he prevent it, but by leaving the juris- 
‘«‘ What more,” you ask, * does God now require in or- 
der to complete membership in his church than he an- 
_ ciently did ?” ‘The sacred scriptures will, I believe, fur- 
nish a satisfactory answer. ‘ Anciently” being children 


of Abraham was a sufficient qualification for member- _ 


ship; but now, Bring forth fruits meet for repentance, 
and think not to say We to 
our father. Were not these very persons, whom John 
_ thus addressed, members of the Jewish church? And 
was there nothing required of them now more than un- 
der the former dispensation ? You must certainly see 
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duties Was not the Ethi eunuch a pros. 
_ elyte of the Jewish religion, and at the time when Philip 
- met him returning from Jerusalem, where he had bee, _ 
toworship? Is it not hence reasonable to suppose, tha 
he had been admitted into that church with all their a 
eustomed formalities? I now ask, Did Philip requir 
nothing more of him than what had been re quired in 
* order to admittance into the ‘Jewish church ? If he + 
your reasoning is wholly refuted. 
uo I have not been: able to perceive, that either rh 
_® ance, or faith in the Lord Jesus Christ, or even @profe. 
aie sion of them were required by the ancient dispensation, 
in order to complete membership in the Jewish church. 
of Abraham, has | 
a right to admission into the gospel church, without ex. 
plicitly making such a profession. ‘To deny this, would 
be equally as absurd as to deny, that faith in the Lord 
Jesus Christ is essential to constitute a man a Christian, | 
Als we now live under a “ different dispensation) — 
_ which, as has been shown, requires qualifications for 
membership essentially different from those required 
_..wmder the former dispensation ;, and as there is also an 
‘essential ‘difference in the outward rites and forms” 
‘of the church, it is by no means clear to us, that “the | 
_ ‘church is the same ;” or that the Jewish church was the 
ancient Zion which God promised to make an eternal tx 
Close of your Letter. 
It may be proper for amma to inquire, whee} 
meant by the term Zion. The word, as used in the s 
_ ered scriptures, has several different significations. 
first it signified no more than the strong hold of Zion, 
which David took from the Jebusites. (See 2 Sam. ¥. 
7) As the temple was afterwards erected upon this 
. Mountain or hill, it was hence called, by way of em 
_ ‘Bence, the holy mountain, or holy hill of Zion. And 3 | 
here for their the 
at the people, were, 
speech, called Zion, ‘The language 


has a still more extended signification ; and is sometimes 


to signify all the spiritual 
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the true church of God, comprising the whole body of 
believers. This appears to be the Zion, to which spe. 
ial spiritual were made, and which were to 
be fulfilled under the gospel dispensation, = 

Agreeably to the above, the Aponie the 
| gospel or spiritual Zion, from the literal or legal one. 
For, said. he to the believing Hebrews, ye are not come unto. 
the mount that might be touched, and that burned with fire ; 

to'c. but ye are come unto Mount Sion, and unto the city of the 


living God, the heavenly Ferusalem, sc. meaning not the . ’, 


literal mount Zion, (tor this might be as easily touched 
as mount Sinai;) but the spiritual pal net me: under 
the gospel dispensation. 

Is it not manifest also, that the Agvitle, i in his biti 
respecting Hagar and Sarah, had reference to the old 
Jewish w eng as it then existed, and to the true gospel 
_ church as existing atthe same.time, but as entirely dis- 
tinct. from it,.as Hagar, Abraham’s mai was 
from Sarah his true om lawful wife? Zhe frst, he says, 
‘answereth to Ferusalem, that now is, and is in bondage with 
her children. But Ferusalem which is above, is which 
is the mother of us all, . Allwho ? I should suppose the 
answer must be, 4// true believers, and none.else. 

AE Jerusalem and her.children, in this allegory, did not 


mean the Jewish church, as distinguished fromthe gospel, _ 


it is difficult to see the propriety of the Apostle’s reason- 
ing. . And if, like Hagar and her som, this church and — 
bore children, were to be cast out from the gospel church 
% its privileges, it 1s totally inconceivable how. they 

should be one! ‘The gospel church is.not the 
_ of the earthly Jerusalem, but of the heavenly.. Jerusalem 
which is above, is free, whichis the mother of us all.® 
We hence see, that the gospel church is not descend. . 
‘ed from the old Jewish Jerusalem, but from  the-heayenly : 
or, in other words, is of 
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You will, perhaps, to ward off the force of my argo. 
ment, charge me again, as you have often done before, 
with speaking disrespectfully of the ‘ancient Zion of 
God.” Nothing, I can assure you, can be further from 
_ my heart, than such a design; but with my present light 
on the subject, it would be impossible to subscribe to 
your views of it, without belying my own consci 


| 


‘Respectfully your’s, &c, 


xt 
_~ HAVING in my last, considered the evidence ex- 


hibited by you in favour of your position, that under the 
Jewish dispensation “a public profession, a public and 
formal consent to the covenant,” was required in order 
to complete membership in that church; I now with 
pleasure proceed to some remarks upon your XIIIth Let- 
ter. In this you attempt to destroy the force of the ar- 
guments which I brought to prove the gospel church to 
be distinct from the Jewish, 
~My second argumient was stated as follows: ‘The 

Jewish church in every stage of it was national, but the 
_ gospel church is selected and particular.’ To this you re 
ply, “*the fact is simply this: for two thousand years . 
from the beginning to the call of Abraham, the church of 
God, built upon the first GosPEL PROMISE, was contin- 
_ ued in the domestic or family state. In the days’ of 
Abraham, a new dispensation commenced. From that 
era, for about two thousand years more, the Lord was 
pleased'so to order it in his special providence that his 
church, still resting on the same gospe/ promise, but more 
Clearly revealed, should dwell compactly together ; and 
being in that'situation, they were necessarily associated in 
a civil as well as ecclesiastical capacity. Their civil state, 
however, was one thing, and their ecclesiastical state was 
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conceive, prove it at all. | 
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upon the first gospel promise.” If built upon this promise; 


while the 
associated, even in a ** domestic or family state ?” Through 


. itary individual, unconnected with each other.» Achurch | 
_ united in the truth may very fitly be compared to a city 


fessed believers ? or do you mean, what is‘;commonly un- 
_ derstood, by the invisible, or universal church, compris- 


the ar 
tance in this — done something more than — 
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This, Sir, is your statement entire, respecting the pre- 
Christian church, as you call it, in opposition to what T 
had attempted to support. But how does this prove that 
the Jewish church was not national, and, as such, clearly 
distinguished from the gospel church? It does ‘NOt, [ 


But to examine the subject more particularly: * For 
two thousand years,” you observe, ‘the church was ina 
family or domestic state; and that this church was built 


Sir, it must have been a body of true believers ; for none 
else ever did build upon this promise. If these believers 
could with propriety be called a visible church, it must be, 
I should suppose, because they were visibly associated to~ 
gether. For we can no more conceive of a visible church 
without an ‘association of its members, than of a house 
materials for the building are scattered in the 
| | | | | | 


But where, Sir, do we find any such body of people 
that long range of two thousand years, from Adam to 
Abraham, the Bible exhibits only here and there a sol- 


that is set on an bill, which cannot be bid: Butthese holy — 
men were so few, and placed at such a great distance 
from each other, that.they bore a much greater resem- 
blance to the few lights which are scattered along an im- 
mense distance of sea-coast, for the direction of the be- 
nighted mariner, than to the collected light of a city. 
_ What do you mean, Sir, by the church, which you tell — 
us, ‘ from the beginning, to the call of Abraham, was 
in the domestic or family state ?” Are we to understand 
you, that there was in fact any visible, united’body of pro- | 


ing all true believers? If the latter, I shall not dispute the 
point a single moment, as it does not in the least affect 
nt. But if you meant the former, it was cer- 

tainly incumbent on you, in a matter of so much impor- _ 
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& their civil state was one thing, and their ecclestastica] 


. er in visible church order, in distinction from the nation — 
tment of the church under the gospel dispensation. 


_ weally thought, Sir, (however some of your brethren may 
_ believe;and practise) that you considered none as properly 
b = for church membership, who did not give evi- 


_ willing subjection tohis government. But,Sir,Imust 
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merely to assert. Had you made it to appear from the 
sacred scriptures, that during the period alluded to, any 
body of believers were united in visible church order, it 


would have had a distant bearing upon my argument; 
but in its present form, I cannot see that it has the least, — 
- With respect to the Jewish church, you inform us, 


state was distinctly another.” Here, as in the above case, 

ou have left us to find out, if we can, in what sense the 

ewish church was distinct from the state. You tell usit 
was so, but have saved yourself the labour of proving it, 
I believe it has been the general opinion of all who are 
conversant in the scriptures;.that if ever church and state 
were entirely blended in any nation, it 
Jews under their Z/ . Were not their civil and 


ecclesiastical laws, as well as their rulers, every where 


blended? and were not the violations of both punished 
by the same authority? But to come more directly to 
the point; Was there any body of religious professors 
among the Jews, which, by divine direction, acted inde 
pendently of the nation as a civil community ? When — 
you make this appear from the sacred scriptures, your: 
statement will be admitted, and not before. ode 

_ I shall hence consider it as an undeniable fact, until 
the contrary is proved, that there never was, under any 
dispensation, any regular body of believers united togeth- 


with which they were connected, until the commence- 


“To show that the gospel church is distinct from the 


Jewish national church, I asserted, that it was ¢ composed 


but professed believers.’ In answer to this, you 


have thought proper to say; ¢ in the same sense, Sir, 
that this is true, with respect to the post-Christian church, 
respect to the pre-Christian.” I had 


of their saving interest in the Lord Jesus Christ, and 


respecting your orthodoxy, if you still in- 
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and that is, it must have been obvious to you, that in 
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J sien that the confession made on the plains of Moab by the 


whole nation of Israel, including all their infants, was the 
same for substance as that which was required of the 
converts in order to join the apostolic church ; and con- 


‘bequently the same as you require, in order to admission 


into the church under your pastoral care. In the former 
case, certainly a considerable proportion of the nation must 
have professed by proxy, if at all. Ifthis be admitted — 
as gospel rule, why may not the representatives of a 
nation make a profession for the whole ? 

It may be proper here to just to notice, what you are 


pleased to say, I have “explicitly conceded.” Inorder = | 


to make out that the members of the Jewish church 
made a profession of the same import of that which the 
gospel requires, zou have attempted to make me ac- 
knowledge the fact, though in direct contradiction of 
the sentiment I was endeavouring to support! « As 
difficult (say you) as it may be to reconcile the conces» 
sion with the general tenor of your book ; yet you your- 
self have explicitly conceded, that the Fews as a nation, pro- 
fessed to be his.( Christ's ) people.” 1 apprehend, Sir, there 


‘tg,no real difficulty in ‘reconciling what you here con« 


sider as a ‘ concession,” with the general tenor of my 
book, nor with a denial of your statement of the same- 
ness of profession under the Jewish and Christian dis- 


- pensations. Were an intelligent American traveller 


inquired of, at Canton or Constantinople, respecting the 
religion of his country, and he should answer, that ‘ #he 


Americans, as a nation, professed to be Christians,’ would 
any man not under the influence of strong prejudice 


conclude, that he meant to convey the idea, that the 
American nation individually made a solemn profession 


of their faith in Christ, “ the same for substance” as is 


required in order to fellowship in a particular church ? 
I should certainly suppose not. At any rate, it was my 
meaning to this specific idea, that the Jewish na- 


_ tion, taken collectively, acknowledged the true God, and 
__ the prophecies concerning 


the Messiah; that they, in 
this sense, professed to worship God, and to be his peo- 
ple. I will only add one remark more on this heads 
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both places where you suppose me to have conceded 

that the Jews generally made a profession, I considered 
itin the same general sense only as a Aypocritical profession, — 

Tt will hence follow, that, if my words can be tortured | 
into a ‘ concession,” it will simply amount to this, that 
Christians under the gospel dispensation, are only re- 
quired to make the same /ypocritical profession of religion. 
which the Jews did, who, notwithstanding, could op- 
pose and crucify the true Messiah. ee al 
~ I proceed to consider the manner in which you dis- | 
_ pose of my thirdargument. This was founded on those 
scriptures, * which represent the gospel church, as come 
mencing at a different period from the ancient church? | 


__ © Tn explaining that noted prophecy, Dan. xii. 44. in or- 


der that it might be clearly seen that } had not explain. — 
_ ed it under the influence of party feelings, I gave it in 
the words of the late Bishop Newton, who could not pos- 
sibly be suspected. This quotation is so full and deci- 
sive in favour of my argument, that it needs no com> — 
ment. Inthe days of these kings, i. e. one of them, 
_ Shall the God-of heaven set up a kingdom. ‘ Accord- 
 Imgly (says the Bishop) the kingdom of Christ was set up 
durifig the days of the last of these kingdoms, that is, the 
Roman.” This, you argue, was not the commencement 
of the gospel church, but of the gospel dispensation ! 
According to this argument, the gospel church existed 
centuries before the gospel dispensation commenced ! 
_ Is not this, Sir,:a very singular mode of reasoning? A 
gospel church, completely organized, under a jah 
and legal dispensation! the church, from Abraham to 
to Christ, .was. really the gospel church, what possible 
reason can be assigned why that period should not also 
belong to the gospel dispensation ? I have always thought 
that the gospel church took its name and character from: 
_ the dispensation under which it commenced. oe 
_ Your application of a part of the quotation which! — 


. made from Dr. Fuller, is of little consequence to your 


_a¥gument'; as it must -be clear. and to 
_ other person, I should suppose, that the Doctor dil- 
_ fers very materially from you, with respect to that spi- | 
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you will be at the trouble to read the whole of the quo- 
tation and note, by which he explains his meaning, I think 
you will be satisfied, that his views and yours by no 
‘means correspond. I have never seen any thing in hie 
writings which led me to suppose; that he considered the 
Jewish and churches one, any more than I do. 
That true believers are, in some sense, the same, whether 
found among the Antediluvians, before Abraham, or 
his posterity ; whether among Turkish slaves, or 
in a regularly embodied church staté, no one will dispute. 
But a church, in the common acceptation of the word, ts 
a body of men and women collected together in a visible — 
state; at least, this i is the only oun about which we 
contend. 
In order to weaken my argument, Lal presume to say, 

that though the setting up of the gospel church was spvdks — 
en of by Daniel as an event then future, it meant no 
more than the introduction of a new dispensation. You 
have here made a second attempt to prove, that by an 
unguarded concession, “ strange as it might seem,” I had 
‘6 adopted this same explanation.” Strange indeed ! un- 
less I had lost my senses, that I should concede the very 
point I was strenuously opposing. But, Sir, if you will 
but candidly peruse the page from which you have made 
the extract, you will see that you have totally mistaken 
my meaning. Did I not connect with the gospel dispen- 
sation, ¢ all its privileges and blessings ?’* Tt must be ob- 
vious then, that when I used he term dispensation, I 
meant to include connected parte and 


ing to it. 
To suppose that the prophecy, that ‘i the days of these 
ings, the God of heaven shall set up a Sec. meant 


no more than “ the commencement of a new dispensa- 
tion,” without a kingdom peculiar to itself, is a senti< ) 
‘ment which never entered my imagination. _ 

_ By what you remark, in the very next page in this 
same Letter, it seems plain that you understood me in a 
different light from what you have repr me above. 
* (my no believes, 
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professors and hypocrites, such as were the Scribes and 
Pharisees, are fit subjects for the kingdom of heaven, 
But is it not a melancholy fact, that many such there are, 
even in the visible gospel ibaa ?” As this wasisaid by way 
of concession to. my argument, it is plain that you under. 
stood me to mean, by the gospe/ kingdom, the gospel church 
. as well as dispensation. ‘he Scribes and Pharisees, and 
= other sinners, are fit subjects of the latter as thus dis. | 
_ tinguished, but not of the former ; that is, they are not | 
_ excluded from the gospel as a dispensation | of mercy, 
have no right inthe church. 
. The next thing in this Letter, which demands oslie 
- eration, is, the manner in which you dispose of an objec- 
tion which I made in the following words : «It would be 
an insult upon the understanding of men to attempt to 
- maintain the two opposite points, that new-born infants 
must be admitted to membership in the Christian church, 
_ and that the church was nevertheless not of this world but 
a spiritual body.’ To this you reply, “ But do I mistake, 
or is it in fact true, that the same Divine Person, who. 
«said, My kingdom is not of this world ; also said, Suffer 
children, and forbid them not to come ante me, 
SUCH. IS THE KINGDOM OF HEAVEN.” 
have no doubt, Sir, but it afforded. 
consplacency to think, that by one potent blow you had 
Vy so effectually silenced my objection. What a happy — 
m jj thought! How exactly apposite to the case !—But, 
| _ Sir, men that are accustomed to reasoning as you are, 
will not certainly be led by mere sounds, as you suppose 
to -have been in a former case ; but will examine a 
question int all its bearings, so-as to be: satisfied, 
the answer is conclusive. Ifthe words of our blessed 
Lord, as quoted by you, go’ to refute the statement “ | 
i made, they must be understood in the following light 
Mamely, “ That new-born infants are sPIRITUAL persons, 


aid, for this reason, belong, or have-a-right to the king~ 


dom of heaven.”.. But, Sir, this would prove too much for _ 


. you; for you do not allow even the si of believers to 


| 


be members of the Christian church, that is complete mem- 
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true, that in my statement, I did not distinguish the in- 
fants of believing parents from others, for I considered 
them to be born after the flesh as really as others. But, 
Sir, your application of the passage involves some further 
difficulties. If any infants are born into the world 
ritual, they must fall from that state, or they can never 
need renewing by the Spirit of God. Do you, my dear 
Sir, teach the children of your charge, even such as de- 
-scend from pious parents, that they were born into the: 
world in a spiritual state, and citar qualified for church. 
- membership? ‘That they need only to persevere in that 
_ spiritual condition in which they commenced the career 
_ of life, and they will be sure of the kingdom of heaven ? 
_ Tcannot think you do, From your sentiments, I im- 
agine it probable, that you sometimes lead such children 
to suppose, that they stand in a more favoured situation. 
_ than others; that God is some way bound to them, if 
baptized, in a sense that he is not to others: but after 
all, 1 conclude you treat with them, not as spiritual per- 

sons, but as sinners, which need the power of renewin 
grace, as well as all others. By your permission, Sir, I 
will take the liberty: to vary my statement a little, and 
submit it again to your consideration. ‘ A man. who can. 
believe that infants are born,in a state of total moral dee. 
pravity and, at the same time, maintain that they are in. 
; itual condition, and so fit for the kingdom of hea- 

wm can find but little difficulty: in 
tiation, or any other absurdity.’ 

I hope, Sir, I feel a sacred regard fon the dulntionn 
of Christ, mentioned above ;_ but ne can never consent to an 
application of it which contradicts both scripture and fact.. 
_ Thave only to notice:the manner in. which you close. 
this Letter, and | will then dismiss it.. ‘“ Hitherto (say 
you) we have found in your arguments, (for so we must. 
call them, ), nothing of the-least avail.to your point.” On. 


_ this I have but one remark to make.. . If it be such an. 
‘Misupportable tax, upon. candour, to allow. my rea- 


sonings to be deserving of the name of argument, you are- 
at call amy other name 


you's 


>” 
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IT PROCEED, now, to 
XIVth Letter. in this, | 
the evidence arising from’ my 4th‘and last argument, to 


prove that the Jewish and'Christian churches are not the 


game. “This evidence was drawn from * facts recorded in 
the New Testament,’ and went to prove that the gospel 
_ church and Jewish were distinct. Here, Sir, you very 
seriously” ‘tell us, « If it would not have the 
ance of burlesque,” (it is best, to spate a ew save a 
ances, and would my should be strongly 
—aclined to transcribe the wh hich you have thought 
_ proper to‘offer under this head, as a sample of your spirit 
and manner of reasoning.” I could wish, Sir, with all 
my ‘heart, had transcribed it entire for this would 
igiven ‘your readers a fair view of, at least, one of 
my arguments, which 1 think they will rarely find in 
your book, ‘However strong your fears might have 
been in the outset, lest your remarks should have the 
“a ce of burlesque,” it is evident, they had 
_ much subsided before you had finished sr two follow- 
ing paragraphs. 
in complianee with to examine 
fully the third chapter of Matthew, you ask, ‘And what, 
Sir; ‘shall we in ‘the third chapter of Matthew ? 
Why, aratys% that John preached in the wilderness of Fudea Al 
and that Fesus'was baptized of Fobn av 
say you, “* are the simple facts to-which you are pl 


to’callour attention, 2s:proof, that the church under 


present dispensation, ‘is totally distinet and independent 
of’ ‘the ancient Jewish charch: then 
“stubborn facts indeed!” 


By ‘your management, you ha 
~your‘readers‘entirely, what endesvoured to make 
to’mine. “Not indeed>the «simple: facts,” ‘that bn 


in the wilderness of and 
at Jordan. did: Jordan, 
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but near it? for, in all probability, if he had been bap- 
tized in Jordan, it would have been said, that he went up 
straightway OUT OF THE WATER.") The simple facts 
contained in this chapter, considered by themselves, were 
never supposed to prove the point for which they were 
adduced ; but were necessarily to be considered as the 
beginning of a series of facts, which, taken together, af- 
ford, in my judgment, ample proof of the point in ques- 
tion. This chapter, Sir, was particularly fixed upon, be- 
cause it contains the first visible operations of the new 
dispensation. It presents us with the harbinger of Christ 
crying in the wilderness, agreeably to ancient prophecy, — 
Prepare ye the way of the Lord, make his paths straight. It 
_ informs us 1A of his doctrine and baptism; and 
of the place gto and the manner in which our blessed — 
_ Lord himself was baptized. And as you allow, Sin, that 
_ a new dispensation (if not a new church) was now com- 
_ -mencing, it $ easy to see, that much more depended on 
_ the account given in this chapter, than the ‘simple facts 
that John preached in the wilderness of 
tized Christ at Jordan.” 
Your observations in reply to what I said respecting 
‘John’s s authority, &c. I pass unnoticed, excepting the 
following. I asked, ‘ Was there any institution, or even 
- custom in the Jewish church, which required John to 
_ baptize his converts in Jordan?’ You are pleased to an- 
_ swer by asking, “ And was there any institution, or even 
comin in the Sewish church, which required Ezra to es- 
tablish synagogues for divine worship in all parts of Ju- 
dea I must freely confess, Sir, I vy of mone; nor 
did I know before, that a divine institution was ever 
thought necessary to authorize the building of a syna- 
gogue, any more than a school-house. What an 
ishing association of ideas! ‘The building of a | 
contrasted with the divine institution of baptism ! 
_a happy 1. Is this argument, Sir?” 
_. After placing before your readers the principal texts 
which I brought, to show the manner in which Christ 
‘first collected his gospel church together, you imagine, 
suppose, incautiously made conces= 
| iii, 160: | 
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5 what they said was to be observed, though their works were 
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sion, which you notice in the following manner. « Realh 
»’ say you, * I supposed it was your opinion, that ‘he 
§ gospel church’ commenced three or four years prior to | 
any of ‘these facts,’ under the ministry of John.” 4 | 
moment’s recollection, Sir, would have relieved you from | 
your surprise. For you will observe, that shebs facts | 
commenced with the ministry of John, is true, ] 
have really supposed, and do still suppose, that the gos. | 
nsation commenced with John’s ministry, and | 
consequently that his baptism belonged to this dispens,. _ 
tion. . But | am not conscious, that either I, or my breth- 
ren, ever contended, that the ¢ gospel church’ was Organ. : 
ized before the commencement of the personal ministry 
of Christ. As far as I recollect the general sentiments 
of the Baptists, they consider John as preparing the 
before the face of the Messiah, and making tidy a: foal 
for bim, which, under his immediate direction, wer 
brought into an organized state. 
«From facts recorded in the 
‘was led to the conclusion, 
‘that Jesus and his disciples, composing the New Testa. 
ment church, * stood totally unconnected with the old 
Jewish:church.’. To:this you are pleased to reply : « We 
had -understood, that taught those who. followed 
him, thatias the Scribes and Pharisees sat in Moses’ set, 


not to be‘approved.” ‘This is your proof, Sir, that Jesus 
andthe Scribes and Pharisees were in-union ! But: if 
Christ here meant to teach his disciples to observe and do 
what the Pharisees taught for doctrine, because they sat 
in Moses’ seat ; I should be glad to be informed what he 
meant, when he told them to beware of the leaven of the 
Pharisees,* which the disciples afterwards understood to 
_ bewtheir doctrine. -Or why he should say of them, La 
«Seem alone, they be blind of the blinds Did he 

_ mean to have: his: followers led by blind guides ? I am 
tather inclined to think, with Dr. ‘Lightfoot, that 
ting m Moses’ seat, meant “the chair of magistracy, 
rather than the doctrinal chair.” _ B.am ‘strengthened 
this opinion, because that in. this same. chapter I find, 
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| what wo upon wo are heaped on the Scribes and Phati- 


entirely done away in what he said immediately: after, 
addressing these very characters. Reflect,my-dear 
Sir, I beseech you, 2 moment on this pointed address, 
unto you, Scribes and-Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye shut: 
up the kingdom of heaven against men ; for ye neither got im 
i yourselves, neither suffer ye them that are entering to go in.” 
Did Christ mean to instruct his followers to: observe and 
_ do according to the religious instructions of these haughty 
ecclesiastics, who would neither enter into his gospel king- 
_dom themselves, nor suffer others to enter, if they could 
' possibly hinder them? I should: certainly suppose om 
would acknowledge the contrary, = 


«that both he (Christ) and his disciples, constantly at- 
tended on the synagogue worship, on the solemn feasts, 


_ to me, you are in a likely way to prove much more than 


_ you seem willing, Sir, to go, in order to try to carry your 
| point! But such efforts as these will only serve to ren- 
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sees, for their corrupt teaching.* 

‘Whatever proof, therefore; your quotation might other- 
ways be thought to: afford, that Christ and his disciples 
stood in church relation to the Scribes and Pharisees, is 


From any fair construction, then, which may be put ap 

on the above passage, I conceive no argument can | 
drawn in favour of a union between the gospel and Jew- 
ish church, any. more than between Christians and Pa- 
gans.; because ePaul exhorted the former to obey magistrates, 
stiling them God’s although they 


You are pleased to add, as further proof oft this sinbibly 


of the-church at Ferusalem, &c.” Really, Sir, it appears: 


you wished todo. If your observations prove any thing, 
they prove, that Christ and his disciples held communion, 
not only with “ the sound part, those wha were Fews in~ 
wardly,” but with that church as a visible body, and that 
too in its most corrupt:state ! To what astonishing lengths 


tious person. 
That: Christ: 


ently taught inthe. Jewish syna- 
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he acted in union with their church ? Did they, as; 
‘church, ever receive and acknowledge him as a teacher 
sent from God? Or did he, on any occasion, give them 
visible fellowship asa true gospel church? Paul and — 
Barnabas went into a synagogue in Antioch in Pisidia, 
on the Sabbath-day, and after leave was granted them by 
the ruler, they addressed the people. But does this 
prove that the Apostles considered the Jews of that syn. 
agogue as a branch of the Christian church? As this 
was upon the Jewish Sabbath, might it not be urged, 
with equal propriety, to prove that the Apostles still re. 
_ garded the seventh day as the Christian Sabbath ? That 
the ceremonial law had not entirely ceased until the 
death of Christ, no one pretends. It was thereforetobe — 
expected, that both he and his disciples would pay such 
attention to the solemn feasts enjoined by that law, as the 
then state of things rendered proper. But can you prove 
_ that Christ and his disciples ever celebrated those feasts 
in union with the Jewish church? Is not the contrary 
mt? Does not the manner in which he celebra- 
ted the last passover before he suffered, afford sufficient 
proof on this point? . Here we behold Jesus, with his 
disciples only, in an upper room, celebrating the paschal in- 
stitution for the last time. No member of the Jewish 
church wasa participant withthem. = | 
That some of the professed followers of Christ retain- 
‘ed, under the gospel dispensation, some things that were 
_ purely Jewish, and that too after they were abrogated and 
ought to have been left, must be acknowledged. Thus 
some of them contended for circumcision. Paul con- 
sented to purify himself in the temple, in compliance 
with the injudicious advice of some of his brethren. If 
the Apostles could get an opportunity to preach the gos 
_ pel to their brethren according to the flesh, who were 
strongly prejudiced against this new doctrine, by going in- 
to their synagogues, they readily went. But'no fair infer- 
ence can hence:be drawn, that the Jewish and Christian 
churches were united. ieee 
~i Passing over a number of things which are evidently 
incorrect, I hasten to consider your remarks upon 2 very 
unportanit point in this controversy, [n my Appendix, 
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it is said, “that the Pdobaptists argue, 
that the Jewish and Christian churches are the. same, 
and that the latter is no more than a continuance of the 
former :, but they have never shown us when, where, 
or how the latter church was connected with the former ; 
and it is believed that they never can. mney have seem- 
ed wholly to step over this point” 
| aan thi you reply with peculiar emphasis. “ ‘How 
was it possible, Sir, for such an assertion to drop from — 
your pen? Have we not constantly shewn that the cov- 
enant of the church, under the ancient dispensation, and 
under the pgesent. has been always the same?” You 
have constantly. asserted it. But this, Sir, you very well 
kgow, is merely beggi ng the question: that is, if you 
mean, as you undoubtedly do, the Abrahamic covenant. 
You Ser _«'That the church has, in all ages, been 
built on the same foundation of the Apostles and prophets, 
Jesus Christ himself being the chief corner-stone. ” Not at 
-allto the point, Sir. It only proves, that believers in the 
ages that preceded Abraham’s covenant, under that dis- 
pensation, and since it has ceased, have all built. their 
hopes upon Christ the sure foundation; but gives no 
_ more evidence of the union of the two churches i in dis- 
pute, than that pope Leo the Xth, and Martin Luther 
were united, because. they both professed to build on 
Jesus Christ and his Apostles, ontinuing your reply, 
you add, * When the middle wall of partition was broken 
down, the Gentiles became fellow-heirs with God’s ancient 
people, and of the same body and partakers of the promise by 
Christ in the gospel.” you have slidden, sO pi by the 


) difficulty, and given ‘us parts of two passages of Scripture, 


interlarded’. and. altered, in order to carry your point ; 

_ but when candidly examined, they fail of affording you 
any, proof. . The. first part. of this quotation stands thus : 

| For he is our peace, who hath made.both one, and hath broken 

down the middle wall of partition between us." Now, Sir, 

to make this text say one word in favour ae your argu- 

_ ment, it must mean that the wail of partition between the — 


Jewish eburch, considered se auch, and the Gentile.cen- 
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verts, was broken down; whereas, the fact appears to be, that 

it was only so between believing Fews and believing Gen. 
tiles, without any reference to the Jewish church, which | 

by a vast majority still kept up this wall of separation, 

The other passage stands thus, that the Gentiles should be 
fellow-beirs, and of the SAME BODY, and partakers of his 

promise in Christ, by the gospel.* Nothing in the con- 
_ text, it is conceived, will justify the conclusion, that by 

the same body, the Apostle meant or had any allusion to _ 
. the old Jewish church; but rather the body of believ- 
ers, which he calls a mew man. Having, saith he, abo. 
ished in his flesh the enmity, even the law of commandments, 
contained in ordinances, for to make IN HIMSELF OF TWAIN 
ONE NEW MAN. And that he might reconcile BOTH unto 
God, IN ONE BODY BY ‘THE CROSS, having slain the 
enmity thereby. After a few observations more equally 
irrelevant, you come to your conclusion, and ask, And 
is there nothing in all this, Sir, which shows ‘ when, 
how, or where the post-Christian church was connected 
with the pre-Christian ?” Reaily, Sir, I must beg you to 
excuse my dulness; for, I assure you, that I can see 
nothing ‘in all this” which amounts to the least degree 
of positive proof. 1 must still say, that it appears to me, 
you either do not see the true ground of the objection, 
or that you are unwilling fairly to meet it. 

Have.we not,” say you, constantly shewn, that the 
covenant of the church under the ancient dispensation, © 
and under the present, has been always the same ?” And 
may I not reply,- Have «we not as constantly shewn 
you, that the gospel church is founded upon a new and 
better covenant, established upon better promises ? 
_. Your argument, Sir, proceeds upon this supposition, 

that notwithstanding the great body of the Jewish charch 
_ had become corrupt, there was nevertheless a minor part 

_ soconsiderable as to be called the church, and with this 
body, which still femaining a visible church, Christ and 

+-But the Apostle tells us, that the of the cross to the 
ews was a stumbling-block, and to the Greeks foolishness. How be- 

Aieving Gentiles should be united to such a body, is not easy to sec. 
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his Apostles united. I presume, Sir, you will not dispute 
the fairness of this statement. It only remains then, for 
you to shew from the faithful records of the Evangelists, 
this body of believers, which existed and acted asa 
church, and with which you and your brethren tell us 
the new converts, made during the personal ministry of ~ 

Christ, united. Do this, and our objection will be;com- 
pletely silenced. If it be a fact so notorious as you pre- 
tend, that there was such a visible body, why is it not dis- 
cernible? Do, Sir, be so good as to point us to the chap- 
ter and verse where we can find the account, and exam- 
ine it for ourselves. If the disciples and followers of 
Christ did unite with sucha body of pre-Christians, as 
you tell us they did, we should be singularly obliged, it 
you would show us from the sacred history, the place 
where, the z#me when, and the manner of their thus uni- 
ting. It cannot be admitted as an answer, merely for you 
to tell us, That the covenant and foundation of the church 
have in all ages been the same; or that the believing 
Gentiles were grafted into the same olive, from which 
the unbélieving Jews had been broken off. Wehavea _ 
right to expect something more explicit, before we yield _ 
_ the point, 
__ I proceed, Sir, to notice the very serious charge you 
have brought against me respecting the Jewish church. 
_ That your readers might be duly prepared to judge of 

the evidence, you state the case by saying as follows : 
‘‘ You appear to take a peculiar satisfaction in degra-. 
ding the ancient covenant and church of God.” _I should 
_ feel the most extreme regret, Sir, if I were sensible that 
a single expression had dropped from my pen, which by 
a fair construction might be considered as “ degrading” 
to the ancient covenant and church of God. Nothing 
was further from my heart ; nor can I believe that a can- 
did public will judge, that I have degraded that church, 
merely, because I have given a delineation of its faults, 
_ and imperfections, as recorded in the scriptures. _ 
_ In order to support the above charge, you present your 
_ Yeaders with a number of quotations from my book: the — 
most of them, however, so interpolated and altered as to 
convey a meaning different from what I intended. These 
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LETTER XIV. > 
‘quotations are thus introduced : “ You think proper to 


give your readersto understand, that the covenant” 
(meaning I suppose the Abrahamic) “did not contain 
the promise of the Spirit, but ‘ was on/y outward in the 
flesh ’ (notwithstanding the Apostle’s declaration, that 
circumcision was of the heart.y’ That the reader may 
judge of the frirness of your reasoning, I must ask his 
indulgence to place before him the passage entire, as it 
stands in my book. After quoting at large Jer. xxxi, 


31-34. I observed, ‘ This new covenant was establish- 


— 


ed upon better promises than those contained in the cov- 


-enant of circumcision. God did not engage in that, the _ 
- renewing influences of the Holy Spirit, to put his law in 
their inward parts. ‘That:covenant was outward in the 


_ flesh, this is inward, the /aw written upon the heart, In 


this mew covenant, the very /east knows the Lord. In 


_ that, many who were the greatest in office and power 


knew notthe Lord. In the sentence you have pretend, _ 
ed to quote from ‘me, you have taken the irberty to add 
a word, which very materially alters the sense. I said, 
‘ that covenant was outward in the flesh.’ You quote 
me as Saying, it * was on/y outward in the flesh.” Iu my 
statement I had reference to the declaration of God him- 
self, Gen. xvii. 133 nd my covenant SHALL BE IN 


YOUR FLESH, for aneverlasting covenant. 


But what proof have you exhibited, Sir, that in this 


_ statement I have * degraded the ancient covenant and 


church of God?” Why undoubtedly the most clear and 
unequivocal ; i. e. “the Apostle’s declaration, that cr- 


eatmcision was of the heart.” "To give the Apostle’s words 


a bearing upon the argument, they must mean, That 


~ God engaged that all who had the sign of circumcision 


in their flesh, already had, or should have their hearts 
circumcised by the inward operations of his Spirit. For 
im the new covenant it is expressly said, aLL shall know 
me from the least of them, unto the greatest of them, saith the 
Lord.“ Did you intend, Sir, to have it understood, 
that the apostle meant to say, that circumcision was gen 


_ erally and universally of the heart ? If $0, I think you 


* Mr. Scott's note on this passage, which I have given in another — 


‘part of this work, is full to my point. 
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have grossly misrepresented the Apostle. If this were 
not your meaning, it is nothing to the point. = 
Again, you charge me with saying, that * there is no 
evidence that the men of Abraham’s house were peni- 
tents (notwithstanding the testimony of God that they | 
should keep the way of the Lord to do justice and judg- 
ment.”) Here, Sir, I am charged with opposing direct- 
ly the testimony of God himself. But is it a fair state-— 
ment ? Is it in fact true? The case as stated by me 
stood in the following light: After assigning my reasons 
for not supposing Ishmael a penitent at the time he was 
circumcised, I added; ‘ Nor is there any more evidence 
that the men of Abraham’s house were penitents, than © 
that Ishmael was.’ In order to prove this statement 
false, and consequently ‘ degrading to the ancient cove- 
nant and church of God,” you have cited a part of what 
was said of Abraham and his household at another time 
and upon another occasion. WhenSodom was doomed 
to destruction, Zhe Lord said, Shall I bide from Abraham 
that thing which I do; seeing that Abraham shall surely be- 
come a great and mighty nation, and all the nations of the 
earth shall be blessed in him? for I know him, that he will 
command his children and his household after him, and they 
shall keep the way of the Lord, Lo do justice and ju ment. 
that the Lord may bring upon Abraham that which be hath 
spoken of him.* This, Sir, if you are correct, we are 
to take as the “testimony of God,” that all the men 
of Abraham’s house were true penitents at the time 
when circumcision was instituted ? But will it not equal-— 
ly prove,. that all Abraham’s children and all the men of 
his house at every other period of time, were as really 
true penitents, as those who composed his household at 
the above period ? I should suppose this is rather more 
than you would wish to prove 5 but if it does not prove 
this, it proves nothing to your purpose. 
These instances are sufficient to show the. inconclu- 
_ siveness of your arguments in support of the charge, that 
I had “degraded the ancient covenant and church of: 
God.” Your other arguments under this head, are alk 
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LETTER xiv. 


equally irrelevant, and were it necessary, could be as 
easily proved incorrect ; but I will not trespass on the 
patience of my reader todoit.. 

In concluding your argument, you thus observe: « These 
things, Sir, and numerous others of a similar complexion, 
you have thought proper to represent in general terms , 
as if such was the character of the ancient church gene. 
rally” My observations, Sir, generally applied to the 
‘state of that church at the commencement of the gospel 

dispensation. But has not Mr. Edwards, who Papeete 
the fullest share of your patronage, spoken as generally ? 
and in language equally degrading ? Speaking of them 
collectively he says, * Asto their character, it is certain, 
that, a few only excepted, they were upon the whole the 
deadly enemies of + Christyand his doctrine.” Didnot the Apos- 
tle Peter speak in the same “general terms,” when he said, 
fet ALL THE HOUSE OF IsRAEL assuredly, 
hath made that same ‘Jesus, whom ye have crucified, 
bothLord and Christ ?* Yet after all this,Sir,I am held up 
to public view as an offender for saying, that the leaders 
of the Jewish church were the ‘ despisers, persecutors, 
and murderers of Christ and his followers.” If the lead- 
ers of this church, comprising the principal part of their 
priesthood and public instructors, were not of this char- 
acter, I freely confess I cannot understand the New Tes- 
tament. Had you duly considered these things, Sir, I 
conceive: you: would not so “ often have been lost in 
amazement” when hearing them from our “ quarter,” 
as you term it, nor would you have looked upon them as 
| 
On the whole; Sir, light you may offer: 
ed to others, you have failed of producing conviction in — 
_ my mind, of the conclusiveness of your reasoning, or the 
_ ‘correctness of my own. ‘To the Father of lights, who 
_alone’can show'us where the error lies, and who by the 
wradiating influences of his 
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LETTER XV. 


AND DEAR ERs 


IN my Appendix, several arguments were pied 
to show the1 imtpropriety of inferring baptism from circum- 
cision. To these in your Letter of this number you have 
attempted an which: I now to ex- 
amine. 

first upon this ground, both 

circumcision and baptism, were positive institutions. J 

also took it for granted, that all theological: writers con- 
sidered positive institutions to depend entirely, for their 

authority, upon the will and declaration of the institutor, 
eitherexpressed, orclearly implied in theinstitution. This 
being admitted, itnecessarily follows, that no inference can 
be made from what is fit and proper under one institu- 
tion, to what is fit‘and proper under another. Henee, 
if circumcision were a positive institution, as it most cer- 
tainly was, whatever was enjoined by it was fit and pro- 
per. If baptism be alsoa positive institution, it deter- 

mines for itself whatever is fit and proper. It is as inde- 
pendent of circumcision as that was of baptism ; and borh 
are as independent, as though the other had never ex- 
isted. Hence there can be no propriety in reasoning 
from the or requirements of 


the other. 
The above. is the precise light i in which I 


Dr. Emmons to. argue when he said, “ If believers are 
now to baptize their children (as” saith he, “they undoubt- 
edlyare)it is not because they were once obligedto circum- 
cise them.” .. But they are to learn it from the dispen- 

sation itself, which enjoins a// the peculiar duties which be- 
long to it.” Yet, Sir, you have the assurance to tell the 
public, that this quotation is entirely irrelevant!” It 
must be evident to yourself, and to every other. person, 
who reads the tract referred to, that Dr. Emmons’s ar- 
gument runs-cirectly counter to your's. He plainly de- 
nied the propriety of inferring ane'r rite from an- 
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Had you 
_Apost 
The Apostle does not say; that all who are under the 


tm Christ Fesus. Nor are we told in the sacred word, 
that this distinction is done away any where, but among 
believers in Christ. Permit me then, Sir, to ask, do you 


Christ ? If so, to make your 


LETTER XV. 
of infants to baptism, not from: the “ institution its cif,” 


but from the sameness of the church, and from the sim. 
tlarity in the “ nature and design” of the two institutions, 
If Dr. Emmons has never attempted to defend infant — 
baptism on ground entirely different from the above, 


_ then I have not brought the slightest charge of « incon. 


sistency” against him. If he has, whose fault is it ? 
2. Inext ‘Fhat ¢ the mstitution of circum. 

cision was expressly limited to males.’ ‘¢ This, Sir,” 
say you, ** we acknowledge :———-But we are clearly 


_ taught by the Apostle, that under the present dispensa- 


tion, this distinction no longer obtains; for now, there 


as neither Few nor Greek, there is neither bond nor free, there 
| 9$ NEITHER MALE NOR FEMALE.” To adopt your own lan- 


guage, Sir, «¢ I am often lost in astonishment,” to see how 
you handle the word of God, in order to effect your es 
cape, when cornered by the reasoning of your opponent. 
‘given'the sense of the text, as stated by the 
le, it would have entirely defeated your argument. 


present dispensation, (which is the principal change you 
allow to have taken place) are without distinction Ove ; 
exclusively to believers, says, YE are all one 


seriously believe, that female infants are believers in 
em consistent, you must 
also admit the Arminian sentiment of falling from grace. 


Unless you admit this, your quotation panes nothing to 


your point. I repeat the question, Do you seriously be- 


_ lheve that the Apostle meant to include infants, and par- 


female infants, when he said, ¥¢ are all the chil- 


God in Fesus Christ: for as 0 : 


‘it neither dead fon, 


there is 


MALE NOR FEMALE ; 


ye are all ONE i" 


_ Christ Fesus ? - Now, Sir, if you do not believe this, and 
-  Fhardly think yowdo, then I ask, whether you have not 
_. awfully ‘perverted the word of God, for one mere pur- 
pose of relieving yourself from ee 
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,. My third argument ‘was predicated on the differ- 
ent prerequisites required by the two institutions. A fact 


‘so demonstrably clear, that I-did not expect it would be — 


‘disputed ; but since you have denied the correctness of 
“my statement, it may be proper to spend a few moments 
in reviewing it. I said, «the law of circumcision required 
no previous profession of faith and repentance, neither 
jn adults nor infants, as a qualification for that mstitu- 


sant with the Bible. But if the institution of cireumci- 


tion; but the gospel positively requires such a profession 


in order to baptism, without even an exception in favour 


of infants.’ ‘This, Sir,” (you are pleased to say) is 


begging the very question in dispute. Neither part of 
your proposition is either admitted on our side, or proved 


on yours.” How far I proved the point of real differ- 
ence, the public, Sir, will judge. Less was said on the 


subject, as I considered it a self-evident truth, and: sup- 
posed it would appear as such to every person conver- 


sion, as you argue, did require “ an explicit and sincere 


_ profession of religion” as a qualification for admissiom to 
it, then my arguinent is inconclusive ; for this is.all thag'is 
required in order to baptism. But how infants: of eight 


days old, which were almost exclusively the subjects of 
this rite, could make “ an explicit and sincere profession 


- of religion,” must be referred to Mr. Worcester to ex- 


plain; for I have no conception of it. If, to avoid this 
difficulty, you peer reply, that you only insisted that 
“an explicit and sincere profession’ of religion was re- 


quired in order to complete membership” in the church, 


but mot as a qualification for circumcision; without 
charging you with having reasoned sophistically, I: would 
ask, what is this to the point? My argument is thus 


stated’: ©The law of circumcision required no previous 


profession of faith and repentance, neither in adults nor 
infants.’ Yow reply, * In direct opposition to what you 


here assert, I have proved at large, that an explicit and 


sincere profession | of religion in. order to complete membership 


_ in the church was required under the ancient dispensa- 
tion; as well as under the present.” In order to give 
_ your argument the least bearing upon the subjecty you — 


‘ust allow, that the qualifications for circumcision, and 
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never to have seen any thing like proof of this 


But to admit this, will involve you in a still greater dif. 


ficulty ; for you cannot suppose that we have forgotten, — 
that you have strenuously contended, that ‘to be bought 
with Jewish money, or born of Jewish parents, and to 
_ be circumcised,’ were not sufficient qualifications for 
complete semnbersiip in the Abrahamic church. (See 
Lett. xii.) 
. further of the point, “in your fa. 
vourite style,” -you ask; “ Are you willing, Sir, to have 
it understood, that you are so /itt/e read on the subject, 
as not to: know, that when proselytes would join the an- 
cient church, an explicit profession of religion was required 
of them previous to their circumcision ?” I must freely 
own, Sir, that Iam so “little read on the subject,” as 


profession.” In exposing our ignorance to wise men, 
- ‘We expect to gain the advantage of their instructions, as 
a compensation slen the sacrifice. You are so well read, 
Siryon the subject, that 1 must beg it as a favour from 
you, to inform me in what part of the Bible the proof — 
of this explicit profession made by the proselytes, is to be 
found. If it be there, I have somehow overlooked it. 
Ehave indeed read, with some degree of attention, the 
following account given by Moses, Exodus xii, 48, 49. 
“When a stranger shall sojourn with thee, and will kep 
the passover to the Lord, let all his.males be circumcised, and — 
then let come mear.and. keep it ; and he shall be as one 
that is born in the land : for no uncircumcised person shall 
eat thereof. One law shall be to him that is home-born, and 
unto the stranger that sojourneth among you.” Here, Sit, 
we have the terms on which a stranger might be admit 
ted to communion in the Jewish church clearly stated ; 
but where do you see that “ explicit and sincere profes- 
sion” which you tell us of? I have 
amine, every other place relating to the subject, w 
seemed to afford any prospect of evidence ; but I find 
nothing which warrants such aconclusionn 
I do not pretend, Sir, to have read very extensi 
on the subject of Jewish proselyte baptism. Nor am 
of what — 
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Dr. Wall, and several others have written on the sub- 
ject : but from the fastidious*manner in which you 1m- 


plicitly charge me with the want of information on the 
subject, I should hardly suppose that you depended on 
such authorities for your proof. If, however, you have 


any better, respect for your own character, and for the 


» would induce 


you to present it to the public. Till then, in all proba- 


_ bility, we must rest in our present ignorance. 


My fourth argument, to prove that circumcision did 
not require the same qualifications as baptism, next passes 
under your review. This was stated as follows: ‘A 
male slave, bought with money, of any age above eight 
days, whether a believer or an infidel, whether an idol- 
ator or an atheist, had the same right to circumcision, as 


_ the infant seed of his master.’ « This, Sir,” (you reply) 
“in the terms in which you have stated, is not admitted 


as correct; and proof of it you have not been pleased to 


offer.” I suppose, Sir, you mean to be understood, that 


your vot admitting it, is sufficient proof of its incorrect. — 
ness. However, if proof is demanded in sur of the 
above argument, I shall only present the reader with that 
part of the institution on which it was predicated. « And 
he that is eight days old shall be circumcised among you, 


_ every man-child in your generations, he that is born in the 


house, or bought with money of any stranger, which is not o 
thy seed. He that is born in thy house, and he that is bought 


money, MUST NEEDS BE CIRCUMCISED.”* It 
will now be referred to you, Sir, to shew the difference, 


_ in point of claim, betwixt the slave bought with money, 


and the home-born child, in relation to the rite of cir- 
_ In connexion with the foregoing, you have brought 
forward the following question proposed by me, viz. 
‘ We ask, and we hope we shall have a candid answer, 


‘When and where has the right of servants, as distin- 


guished from that of children, been repealed?” To 
which you reply, « Such an answer, Sir, can be given, 
and F am ready to give it. ‘The right ‘of servants as 


ost 


distinguished from that of children,’ is repealed, or a dec- 
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verse of the third chapter. of Galatians, which I have jug 
_ before.had occasion to quote. For you will be 
to-observe, that though: it is. expressly declared, that, 
under the present dispensation, there is neither Jew nor 
Greek, neither male nor female, NELTHER FREE NOR BOND; 
«it is-mot added, there is neither PARENT NOR CHILD!” 
This, Sirs is just;as you vere: Placed it be- 


me. 


promptness which. you answered the 
above question. demands. my cheerful acknowledgment; 
_ but by your permission, I, must request a moment to ex- 
| _ amine the correctness of it. However I may differ from 
You in-epinion, I am constrained. to allow, that you have 
- an undeniable claim to the honour of giving a new sense 
tothe passage quoted. I have heretofore thought, with 
_ commentators in general, that the Apostle meant to say, 
| thatyi in. point. of acceptance with Christ, and privileges en- 


_Tf,0f. bond-men, is it not of free also, yea, of Jew and 
Greek, of male and female ? In short, is.it not a “ repeal 
of theright” of all, excepting that of parents and children? 
_ Aind-in order to secure their right, will you not need the 
Belpef Ovid, to. metamorphose them somehow, so that 
| theyshall be neither male nor female, as these are expressly 
mentioned in the repealing clause ?, .On.the whole, the 
“passage you have quoted will forever remain hostile to 
_ your scheme, until you can make it appear, that children 
with their parents are 1n-Curist ; for, 
geare-allvonn in Curist Jesus: that. is, all believers, 
whether. Jews or Greeks, bond or free, male or female; 
and if parents and.children-are not the children of God 
no more one, under the 
dispention, than they were under the Jewish. 
‘Dus when fairly examined jhas.not te 
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| § - notan abrogation of distinctions, but a repeal of privileges. 
_ But)does, it. not in -your sense prove rather too much? 
‘ 


_ they may think he deserves. “| 
_, After showing the almost total unlikeness of the two 
_ Institutions, it was added: ¢ It certainly requires a large 
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‘cable to it. Confident of having silenced the foregoing 


objections, you hasten to your conclusion. This is pre-. 
sented in a style, which I am sorry to say, 1s too charac- 
teristic of the general spirit of your writings. ‘ Had this, 
Sir,” say you, * been duly considered, you and your brother 
Merrill would probably have spared yourselves much 
fervid declamation,” &c. Your brother Merrill !” 


I hope, Sir, I may never blush in being reproached for | 


holding in fellowship a Christian brother, so justly es- 


teemed, merely because his enemies treat him with con- 


tempt, and endeavour to silence his arguments by sink- 
ing his reputation. | 

Your remarks on my sth and 6th arguments are not 
deemed of sufficient importance, to require particular 
notice. I will just observe, however, that after having 
noticed Mr. Merrill, as above mentioned, you pay your- 
self a very handsome compliment, by asking, “ And do. 


you not think, Sir, that it requires no very small ¢ stock’ 


of patience and moderation, to read and attempt to answer 
a book, in which, instead of argument, one meets at every 


_ turn, with the outbreakings of a spirit so unbecoming 
the professed disciples of the meek and lowly Jesus ?” 
But the reader will ask, what has put Mr. Worcester’s 
‘¢ patience and moderation” to such a severe.test? The 


offending sentence shall be stated, and the public are at 
liberty to censure the author with as much severity as 


stock of mystical, jesuitical ingenuity, to make an infer- 
ence plausible, when the mature, act, and design are so 
different.’* This is the sentence which calls for the ex- 
ercise of so much patience and moderation. I will only 
say, whatever in it may be considered as improperly se- 


vere, I most heartily retract. 


Your last paragraph deserves a moment’s attention 
“ Had you proved, Sir,” say you, “that baptism is es- 
“—- This expression was used with particular reference to the fatiliey 
with which that order of men trace out similarities, and make infer- 


ences Ihave somewhere seen it asserted, that Bellarmine said that he 
could prove the supremacy of the Pope, from the first chapter of Genesis. _ 
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sentialy different in its nature and design from circum» 
cision, you would have proved something.—UntiJ this 
be proved, a hundred ‘ dissimilarities’ of a merely circum. 
stantial nature, will avail you nothing.” If an hundred 
dissimilarities will not prove a thing to be different, it 


must be considered as a very-hard task to prove the dif. 
ference between one thing and another. If : person 


_ should insist that Melchizedec and Abraham were one, 


how would you prove, Sir, that they were not ? Would 
you undertake to prove, that the former differed in na- 
ture and genus from the latter ? or, would you urge the 
‘¢ circumstantial dissim@arities” by which the Scriptures 
distinguish their characters? I am apt to think 
would conclude, that the latter only, would furnish suf- 

In'closing my remarks on this letter, Sir, I beg leaw 
to suggest the following queries for your consideration, 
a. Tfthe “nature and design” of baptism be the same 
_as-cireumcision, what possible reason cah be assigned, 
why it should not be uniformly applied to the same sub- 
jects ? “Circumcision was limited to males only: ‘ But 
when they believed Philip preaching the things concern- _ 
ing the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus Christ, 
they were baptized, beth men and women” 
_ 2. If the “nature and design” of both be the same, 
why should those be baptized who’had been circumcised? 
_ It is abundantly evident, that the Apostles as uniformly 

baptized Jewish converts, without the least regard to their 
having been circumcised, as they did those who from 
among the Gentilesturned to'God. 
3. If the “nature and design” of baptism be the 
same as circumcision, must it ‘not bind the subjects of it 
to the same duties, and expose them ‘to the same pet- 
alties? = Behold, I Paul’‘say unto you, that if you be 
_ circumcised, Christ shall profit you nothing : for I tes- 
__ tify again to every man that is circumcised, he is a debtor 
to ‘do the whole law; ‘Christ is Become of none effect 
unto you.” * This, ur argument, must be the case 
with every baptized | | | 
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Baptism is the putting away the filth of the flesh 
jut the answer of a good conscience toward God * AS 
many of you as have been baptized into Christ, have put on 
Christ.”+ Could this be said of those who were circum- 
cised? I refer the above to your serious consideration, 


d am). Dear Sir, | 


is | 
LETTER XVI 


REV. AND DEAR SIR, 
I NOW proceed tothe consideration of your arguments 
in your XVIth Letter, in which you attempt to prove, 
that baptism holds the same rank in the church now, as 
circumcision did formerly. 
t. * Baptism is now,” say you, * as circumcision an- 
ciently was, an instituted pre-requisite to a regular stand- 

ing in the visible church.” | 

After such a statement as this, we should hope never 
more to be blamed for our particular communion, for 
this is precisely the ground on which we defend it. So 
far, therefore, as it respects baptism, the sentiment is 
correct, according to our views of the subject : and hence 
the only question between us should be, What is baptism? 
_ That circumcision was the door of admission for male 
proselytes into the Jewish church, is abundantly evi- 
dent ; but it is not so.clear with respect to theseed of A- 
braham. I rather think they were born members, and 
the males were circumcised in compliance with a special 
law to-that purpose : or else, how should it be said, that 
the uncircumcised man-child shall be cut off from his people. 
If cutting off, meant exclusion from the church, they 
must have been considered as members previously to 
their circumcision. Would there be any propriety in 
threatening to aa a person from a body to which he 
did not belong ? sides, circumcision, during the long . 
| 
| 
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- march of the Israelites through the wilderness, was sus. 
4 pended for the space of forty years, without, as I recollect, 
in the least affecting their visible standing in that church, 
2. Baptism, under the present dispensation, i: of 
the same significance with circumcision under the an. — 
cient.” This is your statement, Sir; but how do you 
prove it? Why “asa sign circumcision signified the ren. 
ovation of the heart, or regeneration.” ‘This loose expla. 
nation I have often met with: but did it signify that the | 
heart bad been regenerated ; or, that it needed #0 be regen. 
erated ? If it signified the former, it could not possibly — 
be a true sign. I conclude, however, from the Scrip- 
tures which you have brought to establish your senti- 
ment, that you meant the latter. CrrcuMCIsE, there 
fore, the foreskin of your of your HBART, said Moses, and be 
no more stiff-necked.” ‘This clearly supposes that the 
heart had not been circumcised, although they had long 
before been the subjects of that circumcision which 1s 
outward in the flesh. * And again,” you add, * The Lord 
thy God will CIRCUMCISE THINE HEART, and the HEART 
OF THY SEED, to Jove the Lord thy God with all thy heart, 
and with all thy soul, that thou mayest live.” ‘This injunc- 
tion,” you inform us, ‘¢ is equivalent with that in Eze. 
kiel to make them new hearts.” Here, Sir, you furnish 
us with the most incontestable evidence, that their hearts | 
had never been renewed, notwithstanding their cir- 
cumcision, and visible standing i in the church. And is 
baptism significant of the same? that is, that the 
heart needs renewing? It may be, as administered by 
Pzedobaptists; but did it signify the same as administered 
by the Apostles? You certainly must know it did not. 
You are seriously called upon, Sir, to produce an instance 
in the New ‘Testament, where the members of the Chris- 
tian church are-ever addsessed in language similar to the _ 
preceding.* These are never called upon to circum 
cise, nor to baptize their hearts ;” (the latter; by the way, 
would be equally as proper, if they are both of the same — 
but are uniformly as persons whose 


© The inseasee of Simon the sorcerer would i in vain be i in ll | : 
‘present case; as it was on the supposition th his. heart vl | 
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hearts had been renewed. I should suppose that this 
single circumstance would be sufficient to convince an 
unprejudiced mind, that your reasoning must be entirely 

fallacious and vain. 
In proof of your mistaken theory, that circumcision 
and baptism signify regeneration, you quote the follow- 
ing address of Christ to Nicodemus: “ Except a man be 
BORN OF WATER and of THE SPIRIT, 4e cannot enter into 
the kingdom of Ged.” ‘In this memorable passage,” you 
observe, that ‘ being Lorn of water, or baptized with water, 
and being born of the Spirit, or being baptized with the 
Spirit, are presented together, the one as the sign, the 
other as the thing signified.” And is it not surprising, 
_ Sir, that you should so deliberately, and from a pertinaci- 
ty of sentiment, put asunder what you tell us God ath 
joined together ? Or are we to believe, that you seriously 
think, that the infants, which you profess to baptize with 
water, are also born of the Spirit? Both Scripture and 
reason forbid the thought. 

_ As a further illustration, you add, “ For dy onz Spr- 

RIT, says the Apostle, are qe all BAPTIZED into one body.” 
_ Tam unable to discern what distinct idea you meant tocon- 
vey from this passage, as you have quoted it. Did you sup- 
that the obedient believer and the unknowing infant of 
eight days old were actuated by owe and the same Spirit ? 
That they are partakers of that oneness which unites the 
saints? It cannot be admitted. That believers of any 
number should be actuated by the same Spirit, is not to be 
doubted. But it isnot only said, that by one Spirit, are we 
all baptized, but into ONE BODY. What body is this, Sir ? 
Is it the church ? Is it Christ’s mystical body? Have 
you not virtually denied that infants belong to this body, 


proper sense ?* They are indeed by your state- 


ment somehow related to it, but not strictly of it. +I 
_ hardly think, Sir, the Apostle had any reference to in- 
_ fants when he penned the above passage; if he had, he 
_ undoubtedly considered them as “ complete members !” 
—baptized by ome Spirit into-one body. Asa further illus- 


Mr. W's, meaning, Lett, p.61. 
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ration, you add, “ Dy his mercy he saved us, by the Wash 


ING OF REGENERATION, and RENEWING of the Hots 
Guost.” This indeed looks like God’s method of say. 
Ing sinners; but what has baptism, as administered to in. 
fants, to do with the RENEWING OF THE Hoty Gnosr ? 

3. Baptism,” say you, ‘under the present dispen- 
sation, is a seal of the same thing, of which circumcision 
_ ‘was a seal under the ancient.” And add “ We have the 
express declaration of the Apostle, that circumcision was _ 
a seal of the RIGHTEOUSNESS of faith ; of that faith which 
Abraham had before he was circumcised, as well as after. 
ward, and of which every true believer is the subject.” 
We are willing, Sir, to allow all that the Apostle asserts, 
viz. That Abraham received the sign of circumcision, a 
seal of the righteousness of the faith, which HE HAD yet be. 
ing uncircumcised. But we can by no means admit your 
deductions, that circumcision was a seal of the righteous- _ 
ness of faith to any others, much less to all others, who 
received it. Many who had the righteousness of faith, 
never had this seal ; and thousands, who had it, we have 
‘every reason to believe, never had the righteousness of 
. "Wes not Melchizedec, Sir, interested in the right- 
eousness of faith ? I think you will not dispute it : and 
yet, although cotemporary with Abrahan, his faith never — 
had this sea/! Was not Abraham’s nephew, Lot, whom 
aminspired Apostle styles that righteous man, interested 
in the rigteousness of faith ? and yet, Sir, it is plain that 
circumcision was not a seal of itto him. On the other 
hand, were not thousands circumcised, who were never 
the subjects of the righteousness of faith ? Can you se- 
riously think that St. Paul considered it as a seal of the 
righteousness of faith to himself ? If so, is it not surpris- 
ing, that he should set so little by it as to place it among 
the things which he counted /oss and dung, in order that 
hemight win Christ, and be partaker of dis righteousness.” 
What! be willing to renounce, and throw away the seal, _ 
and count it as dung, in order that he might obtain the 
thing signified! This, Sir, is but a small part of the in- 
_ <onsistency, whieh follows upon your mode of reasoning. 
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You proceed to say, 4- « That baptism has come in 
the place of circumcision, we are decisively taught, by 
the Apostle, in Col. ii. 10—13.” Abe 
This passage, Sir, as it appears to me, is so far from 
affording any ‘ decisive” evidence in favour of your theo-— 
ry, that, if rightly understood, it will go to prove exactly 
the contrary. The principal object which the Apostle 
had in view in this chapter, was to guard the minds of 
the believing Colossians against the deceitful maxims, 
and vain traditions of men; after the rudiments of the 
world, and not ap Christ. ‘The words taken. in their 

connexion may be paraphrased as follows: ‘ ‘Take heed, 
my brethren, /est any should beguile you with enticing 
words. As ye have received Christ Fesus the Lord mto 
your hearts, and submitted to his doctrine, see that you - 
walk as you have been taught by him. Beware of any 
admixture of heathen philosophy, or Jewish tradition with 
the pure doctrine of Christ: for ye are complete in him, 
without being circumcised according to the law of Moses, | 
inasmuch as ye have experienced the circumcision made 
without hands, in putting off the body of the sins of the flesh. 
This you have witnessed to the world, by being duried 
with him in baptism, wherein also you professed to be risen 
_ with him, through the faith of the operation of God, whe 
hath raised him from the dead.” ‘This, Sir, looks to me to . 
be the meaning of the Apostle; but in a passage where 
much of the language is so evidently figurative, I dare 
not be very positive, | 
You inform us, Sir, that in the above passage, “ we 
are decisively taught by the Apostle, that baptism has come 
in the room of circumcision.” Yet after giving Dr. Em- 
mons’s comment, you add ; ‘“* The Apostle, it is true, is 
here speaking of sprRITUAL circumcision and of spiritual 
baptism :”. then certainly not to the point in dispute. 
Pray, Sir, do look a moment at your remarks. Buried 
with him in * spiritual baptism !”—And this too, * come 
in the place” of ‘ spiritual circumcision”! And yet, 
after all, these very Colossians, according to the Apostle, 
hadboth! What “decisive” evidence, that baptism, as 
an institution of Christ, has come in the room of circum- 
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_ From arguments thus “ decisive,” you proceed to t] 
following conclusion: The four arguments now ato 
ed, Sir, are neither mystical nor jesuitical, but plain and 
scriptural, and in my view amply sufficient to’ establish 
the point now in proof.” Whether your arguments are 
either mystical or jesuitical, I shall not pretend to say; 
but I shall feel myself fully justified in doubting your 
theory, until you offer something more to the ponte. 


Tam, dear Sir, 


Respectfully your's, 


LETTER XVIL 


| 


AND DEAR SIR, 


YOUR xviith Letter comes i course to be review- 
ed. But as this, Sir, is principally taken up in recapit- 
wulating your preceding arguments and conclusions, F shall 

only notice'a few things, and these very briefly, 

From what you have advanced in the preceding Let- 
_ ters, and in your two Discourses, you say, ‘ the gene- 
_ ral conclusion from the whole, may be expressed | 


two 
ticulars.” | | 
1%. Children now hold the same covenant relation 
to the church which they anciently held.: The church 
is.the same, the covenant the same, the promise the 

2. * The infant seed of the church are now as prop. 

er subjects of the sea/ of the covenant in the form of bap- 
tism, as anciently they were for the same sea/ in the nee 
of circumcision. Their covenant relation to the church 
6 the same, and the nature and import of the seal are 
_.. After a few remarks, you proceed, with an air of tri 
-umph, to say; “ In the present case, the burden of proot 

_ Certainly devolves upon you. Yes, Sir; I feel warrant: 
ed, upon fair and honourable ground, to demand of a 
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was vacated.” | 
I hope, Sir, you will not insist upon our “ proving, 


when and where” the right of fema/e infants has been va- | 


cated 3 as, by the covenant to which circumcision was an- 
nexed, and which you tell us the church is now under, 
they never had any right to any external seal whatsoever. 
And if «children now hold the same covenant relation 
to the church which they anciently held,” as stated in 
your first conclusion, then it is plain that female infants 
can have no more right to baptism now, than they an- 
ciently had to circumcision. | | | | 
Nor will your second conclusion help the matter 
in the least. For this only supposes that ‘ the infant 
seed of the church are now as proper subjects for the sea/ 
of the covenant, in the form of baptism, as they were for 
the same sea/ in the form of circumcision.” Were all 
this admitted, Sir, it would only prove, that male chil- 
dren are proper subjects of baptism : for these only were 
such under the former dispensation. But to relieve 
yourself from this embarrassment, you tell us in the next 
page, that you ‘ have shewn, that the ancient distinction 
between male and female is now abolished ; and therefore 
as it is acknowledged on all hands, that the membership, 
in some sense, of male infants in the one church of God, 


‘was divinely instituted, so females are now to be admitted. 
upon the same footing.” ‘There is nothing mystical, I 


suppose, in this argument. | 
But, Sir, how have you proved, that “ the ancient dis- 
tinction between male and female infants is abolished ?” 
You have not proved it at all, unless producing a passage 
of scripture which has no reference to the subject, proves 
it. The passage on which your whole proof rests, goes 
no further than to declare, that Few and Greek, bond and 
free, male and female, who are the children of God BY FAITH 
In JEsus CuristT, are all ONE IN HIM.* I now ask, Sir, 
what has this to do with infants, either male or female, 


or even adults, if they are not believers in Jesus Christ ? 


The answer must be, Nothing at all. It leaves them where 
at found them. It hence follows, Sir, that the ¢ all-un- 
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portant’ point, the very ‘sine qua non’ to suppor i 
| scheme, i is still wanting. | 


There are other important objections which lie ag 
your conclusions. ‘ ‘The infant seed of the church,” say 
you, * are now as proper subjects for the seal of the c cove. f 
nant in the form of baptism, 23 they anciently 15 for 


same sea/ in the form of circumeision ?” 
Should we admit, Sir, what you contend for, that cir. 
cumcision was a seal of the covenant, a seal of the righ. [ 
teousness of faith, or of any thing else to which you are | 
pleased to apply it, it will by no means follow that bap. 
tism is a seal of the same. The scriptures no where 
teach us, that baptism is the seal of any covenant: nor 
is it ever mentioned under the notion of a seal, to my 
recollection. It is called, a putting on of Christ; a 
buried with Christ ; the answer of a good conscience 2 
God : but no intimation of its being a seal.. The children of 


this. The Apostle to the believing Ephesians says, i 
whom also, r that ye beheved; ye were SEALED WITH 

FRIT OF PROMISE.” Net with baptism, but 
with the Holy Spirit : not in infancy, or before they be 
 Tieved, but The same persons are also 
charged wot to grieve the Holy Spirit of God, whereby they 
are sealed unto the day of redemption.+ We must therefore 
have proof, Sir, that Ger ting is, by the New Testament 
writers, considered as a sea/ f something before we can 
admit your conclusion. 
‘We further object to your statement, that “« the infant 
seed of the church are now as proper subjects—of baptism 
— they anciently were of—circumcision.” If by “ prop- 
er,” you have respect to moral fitness, it is denied, 
_ This is begging the very question in dispute. It is im- 
possible to suppose that any moral qualifications were te 
quired in order to circumcision, when male infants of 
eight days old, and servants bought with money, were 
expressly declared to be “ proper” subjects. I should 


account of the various baptisms recorded in the New- 
ee, and not feel.a conviction, that previous moral 
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qualifications were always required. I am aware that 


you may try to evade this, as Mr. Edwards has done, by 
saying, that this only respected adults. But we shall 
still insist that the rule is general, tae it makes no 
‘exception in favour of infants. 

_ That male infants were proper subjects of circumcision, 
could be known only from the institution itself, and not 
inferred from the nature and fitness of things. None 
were deemed proper subjects of that institution, bat such 
as were expressly named init. ‘The same is true of bap- 
tism. The institution acknowledges none as proper sub- 
jects, but such as profess faith in Jesus Christ. | 

But I must attend a moment to your demand for * cat- 
egorical proof, when and where this right of infants was 


vacated.” Although I am far from conceding, that the 


burden of proof lies on me, yet being desirous of remow 
ing every reasonable objection, I shall place such evidence 


_ "before you as I deem sufficient to prove the point. 


In the fifteenth chapter of Acts we are informed, that 
certain men which came down from — to Antioch, taught 
circumcised after the 

manner of Moses, ye cannot be saved. ‘This excited an 
unpleasant dispute in this infant church, which could 
not be settled by Paul and Barnabas. It was finally re- 
ferred tothe Apostles and Elders at Jerusalem. And 
what, Sir, was their decision? ‘l'hat baptism had taken 


‘the place of circumcision? Not a word of this kind of 
- reasoning dropped from the lips of either an Apostle or 


Elder. But they wrote Letters after thismanner. “ The 
Apostles and Elders and Brethren, send greeting unto 
the brethren which are of the Gentiles in Antioch, and 


_ Syria, and Cilicia.’ Forasmuch as we have heard that — 
_ certain that went out from us have troubled you with 


words, subverting your souls, saying ye must be cir- 
cumcised, and keep the law; to whom we gave no such 
commandment: it seemed good unto us, being assem- 


bled with one accord, to send chosen men unto you with 


our beloved Barnabas and Paul—who shall also tell you 
the same things by mouth: for it seemed good to the Holy 
Ghost, and to us, to lay upon you no greater burden 
than these ee thangs that ve abstain from meats 
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to idols, from and from things deni, 
_ Ted, and from fornication ; from which if ye keep your. 
selves, ye shall do well. "Fare ye well.” Candour will 
here decide, whether the right of infants of Gentile be- 
lievers to circumcision, is not clearly “vacated.” Wh 
er the right of infants has been revived in any other form, 
does not lie with me to prove, but you. You only i. 
manded that I should show where that right had been 


‘¢ vacated.” It is most certainly here abolished as it re. [9 


spects the church of the Gentiles, and not a word said a- 
bout baptism as being substituted in itsroom. = 
_ The above transaction was also recognized by the A- 
postles several years afterwards, at the time when Paul 

made a prisoner at Jerusalem. ‘Thou seest, brot! 
” said they, ‘how many thousands of the Jews there 

rd which believe, and they are all zealous of the law; 
and they are informed of thee, that thou teachest all 
the Jews that are among the Gentiles, to forsake Moses, 
saying, that they ought not to circumcise their children; 
neither to walk after the customs. What is it, there- 
fore ? the multitude must needs come together : for they 
will hear that thou art come.—As touching the Gentiles 
which believe, we have written and concluded, that thy 
_ abserve no such thing, save only that they keep themselves 
from things offered to idols, &c.* the same as mia 

ed in the xvth chapter. 

__ Two things are plain from the above passage. . That 
the Jewish believers still continued to circumcise their 
male children, and therefore not at all likely that they 
baptized them in the room of circumcision. Had they 


mot: been still in the practice of circumcision, they cer- 


tainly would not have blamed the Apostle for neglecting 
it. 2. Notwithstanding their zeal for the continuance 
of circumcision among such Jews as embraced Christian- 
ity and had been baptized, they totally disapproved of its 
urged upon the Gentile churches. _ 
_ | #lad the Apostle, Sir, understood the subject precisely 
in the same light as you do, it would have been the 
easiest thing in the world for him to have satisfied his 
hacgeee entirely, unless they were as obstinate as the 
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_ equal propriety against infants bein 


‘any “positive proof that ever one was admitted to the 
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Baptists. . Could he, consistently with truth, have availed 
himself of the second part of your conclusion, it would 
have done the wogk at once. What could aa have 
said, had he boldly insisted with you, that * the infant 
sedd of the church are now as proper subjects for the 
seal of the covenant, in the form of baptism, as anciently 
they were for the same sea/ in the form of circumcision ?” 
Thay must:have his or 


sntable, that this happy thought 
tle ? Sir, 


And is.it not unaccow 
should have wholly escaped the Apos 


fore the council, nor at this time when the subject was 
again r , solution rfectly natural and easy, as 
that proposed by you, 
I am per- 
suaded, Sir, had you been on the spot with your present 
had not convinced them. 
But, Sir, I must bestow moment’s attention on. your 
paragraph, and will then relieve your pa- 
e, in a manner characteristic of your general 
of your opponents, you are 
pleased to say, “ your objections and implications, so 
profusely scattered up and down in your book, respecting 
the want of faith or other qualifications in infants, though 
calculated to operate upon such as are more influenced by 
declamation than by argument, are as totally irrelevant, 
as they are highly improper.” Why are they irrele- 
vant ? Or why are they improper, Sir? Because “they 
pes say you, * every one of them, be urged with 
admitted to the seal 
$0: under 


pti covenant under the ancient 
t we 

remarks, 41. Infants, by the express letter of the ‘an- 
cient: were admitted to what you;call the 
“seal of the covenant.” . ‘They ‘not expressly men- 
tioned in the New Testament institution, nor is there 
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the parent might be, if the son did mot wall in his steps, 
his father’s -piety-was of no avail to him. Nor does 
agree any: better with the promises of the gos. 
given us in'Christs These are not yea and nay: 
ght fully understand you on this subject 
ob 
‘meaning by the following statement, viz. ‘The con. 
dition-of promise,” consider in the light 
of meanstoanend. If] promise a sum of money, 
oncondition of his doing a piece of service, his doin 
_ that service is a mean of his obtaining that | 
respects promises of 
this, Sir, convey our ideas grace 
hon to believers in Christ Jesus our 
aim with ao sir of trip you were “ not 
ith a ‘as to believe that Christ would 
hate: dem the weeld at the appointed time, if cir- 
curncision had not been instituted, or Abraham had-fasled 
of his-obedience. But I confess, Sir, you 
_ doctrine of conditionality appears to me to differ 
fromthe doctrine of graceyas:stated in the Bible. 
T promise a man,” say you, a sum of money 
| condition of his doing apiece: of service.” “Then you 
every principle of moral justice to 


enant of works, to all intents. Can any thing more per- 
fectly’ characterize covenant of works, than your 
tration of this’? Or could’ you gi ‘@ more correct view 
of the-covenant of {as you have called it) made 
with Adam, ‘than to say, that certain 
to be fulfilled by him, which would entitle him to th | 
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yi Sir, how will your conditional pian agree with : 
- the. Apostle’s distinction between works and grace,.as 


stated in Rom, xi. 62 And if by grace, says he, then it 


is no more of works : otherwise grace 1s no more grace. But 
if it be of works, then it is no more grace: otherwise work is 
no more work. This, Sir, isa clear distinction between 
blessings conferred by , and such as are a reward of 
works. It is hence plain from the Apostle’s reasoning, 


that even the salvation of the seed of Abraham is not by 


any special act of faith, or any works or conditions ful- 
filled by him, or by their immediate parents; but by 


the sovereign mercy of God, a remnant according to the 
election of grace are saved. 
After this full disclosure of your views of the * condi- 


tionality” of the promise made to Abraham respecting 
his seed, I should suppose you would never show the least 
reluctance in giving your hand to an Arminian, brother : 
for you know, Sir, conditional salvation is a distinguish-. 


ing feature in their system. 
_ Your other illustrations are of the same import. .“ If 
promise a child,” say you, ‘‘ a favour on condition of his 
good conduct in any specified instance, his conduct in 
that instance, 1s a mean of his obtaining the promised 


.” Very true, Sir; but I can see nothing in this 
which looks like the grace of the gospel. Would not 
this child feel his obligation of gratitude to you much 
weakened from the.consideration of his having perform- 


edithe task, assigned him? Would he not thank him- 
self, at least in part, for having fulfilled the condition on 
_ which the bestowment of your. favour was suspended ? 
Would henotbe likely to say, Papa, was not I a good boy ? 
- Would it not also afford him occasion for boasting, when 


ing “his good conduct” with others, who had 


 Comparin 

_ come short of the:blessing ?, Might he not with propri- 
_ ety say to his brother, « had you only conducted as well 
_ as Lhave done, you, might have received the same fa- 


vour *” These, I freely confe§s, are not my views. No, 
my. brother, J Lave not so learned Christ. I have indeed be- 
lieved, that in keeping God's commands, there is a great re- 
ward; but not for it...Nor have I ever understood that real 


_ evangélic obedience was produced merely by an expecta- 
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tion of favour or reward ; ‘but have ever supposed, | 
that only was acceptable to God, which proceeded “ll 
a ‘grateful sense of favour 


“ * Not by the terrors of a slave, | ead 

Do they perform his will; 
with the hobleat powers they have 

bi His sweet commands fulfil,” 


Of the above illustration, you the followin gap- | 
plication : “So if God promise mankind the pardon of 
sin, on condition of their believing in Christ, their be. | 
lieving in Christ is a mean of their obtaining pardon.” 

I believe, Sir, i it would be as difficult to find My acon- 

ditional promise in the gospel, as it would be to find the 
sepulchre of Moses. 

T have not a wish to digress from the preient sobjiin;’ 

for the sake of engaging in another ; but as I pursue your 

e system, my ‘suspicions increase, that we differ in more 
points than one. As a matter of experience, I freely 
acknowledge, I have never once thought of ascribing the — 
pardon of my sins to my believing, nor to any thing else 

- done by me; but have ascribed it alone to the free, unmer- 
ited favour of God. The sentiment has been strength- 
ened in my mind by such passages as the following: 
¢¢Him hath God exalted with his right hend, to bea 
Prince and a Saviour; for to give pibettente to Israel 
and forgiveness of sins.” « Por by ce are ye saved 
through faith, and ¢hat not of yourse iediier | ; it is the gift 

of God: not of works, lest any man should boast. For 
we are is workmanship, CREATED in Christ Fesus unt. 
works, ¥or * it is God that worketh in you, both 

to will and to do of his own good pleasure."* — 
I proceed next, Sir, to consider what you call ‘a very 
"material mistatement” made by me, in charging you with 
making an unscriptural application of the promise in your. 

. text, * to believers and unbelievers, or to delieving parents 

and their unbelieving children.’ “To which you reply, 

66 Now, Sir, I must take leave to say, that I can scarcely — 

conceive of a more palpable mistatement than this, which 

you have thought proper to exhibit. No\where in my Dis- 

is there any thing to be found, like what you 
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as my APPLICATION of the COVENANT to and 
unbelievers. have strangely mistaken your reason- 
' ing, if this be the case. I beg you, however, my dear 
_ _ Sir, to believe me when I declare, that if I have mista- 
| ted your sentiments, it has not been intentional ; but be- 
cause I misapprehended your meaning. I have now en- 
deavoured carefully to examine your statement in the 
Letter before me, and also those parts of your Discour- 
ses to which you refer; and after all, I must own I am 
surprised at the charge. I will state re difhieulty, for 
vour consideration. | 
You very justly acknowledge, that I had shewe 
ed at large, that believers on/y are considered as partak- 
ing in the blessings of the promise.’ This argument 
I adduced from the first member of your text: i. e. Jf 
be Christ’s, then are ye Abrabam’s seed. Being Christ’s, 
Seabee as limiting the application of the promise. 
After stating what I called a « concession” to the senti- 
‘ment in your Discourses, you proceed to show, that. the 
sentence to which I referred was not an inadvertent slip, 
but that you had repeatedly asserted the same thing, in 
different parts of your Discourses.+ By this it w ap- 
pear, as though we were perfectly agreed in the proper 
application ofthe promise in your text ; namely,that none 
are to be considered as heirs but true believers. I am 
obliged to say, that you have stated things very differ- 
ently in other parts of your book. Hence, if I have 
been in an error, I was — by the — wearers 
your reasonings. 
In the first place, I you to argue generally, 
that the promise in your text was the same which was 
made to Abraham and his seed in the covenant of cir- 
_cumceision. This you have endeavoured uniformly to 
_ Support, in discussing the two first propositions in your 
Discourses. I this conclusion, by a 
still more explicit remark under your 3d proposition. 
Here, when speaking of the cunibenas of the cove- 
nant, afd of its renewal at different times, you observe : 
‘‘ For as in the first instance, the covenant was made 
_ with Abrabam and his seed ; so in the second, neonate 
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with the nation of Israel, including their little ones ; dnd in 
the last, with the whole house of Israel.” You add, « And 
it is well understood, that the term 4Aouse, when used in 
this sense, always comprises both parents and children | 
Here, Sir, you inform us, that « Abraham and his seed.” | 
“the nation of Israel, including their little ones,” «the | 
whole house of Israel, including parents and children,” | 
mean the same thing. And yet, you say, “No where | 
in my: Discourses, is any thing to be found, like what you | 
“represent as being my application of the covenant, to | 
believers and unbelievers !” If this be not to apply it 
to believers and unbelievers, in the fullest and most 
_ explicit sense, I know not what words could convey 
such an idea. Was there ever a period, when it might 
in truth be said, the whole nation of Israel, including ther 
- @ little ones,” were all believers? Do you seriously be- 
lieve it yourself? You have certainly, in the above in- 
stances, applied the covenant to the whole nation of Israel, 
and you must either say, that you verily believe them all 
to have been delievers, or else acknowledge, that you have 
applied the promise to believers and unbelievers, or to 
_ believing parents and unbelieving children.’ If your ap- 
plication of the covenant to the whole house of Israel, in- 
cluding parents and children,” be not to apply it ‘ to be- 
lievers and unbelievers,’ I freely confess, I shall despair 
of proving my point. Should you, however, with a view 
 toavoid this conclusion, attempt to prove that the whole 
nation of Israel, including their little ones,” were all true 
believers, I'should not think it worth my while to dis 
2. The subject appears further embarrassed, from 
what you have said with regard to the sea/ of the cove- 
_ mant. Dundertood the Apostle (in Rom. iv. 11.) to say 
moreythan that Abraham “ received,the sign of cir- 
Cumcision, a sval.of the righteousness of the faith which 
HAD and not that.it was a seal of the righteous 
_ mess-of faith generally, to all, to whom it was applied. 
Butin contradistinction to this, you tell us, «We have the 
€xpress:declaration. of the Apostle, that circumcision Was 
@ seal of the RIGHTEOUSNESS of faith, of that faith which 
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> it must be, that it was a seal to all who received it. Yea, 
you go further and say, * that baptism, under the present 


wards, and of which every true believer is the subject.” 


namely, the righteousness of Christ, by which believers 


is now a seal of the righteousness of faith, that is, ofthe 
RIGHTEOUSNESS OF CHRIST, (as you explain it) to every 


to Abraham! Do yow not then apply this seal both to 
believers and unbelievers?” Yea, do you not apply it 


_ chiefly to the latter? Or will you, in order to relieve 
your system from this difficulty, undertake to say, that — 


and unbelievers? 


_ of you, be Christ’s, then are ye, and all your children, 
Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to the promise,’ 


would lead a candid reader to such an inference as this ? 
It was certainly from what you had there asserted, that 


‘Stands as follows; «To be children of the promise, they 
the part of the 
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Abraham had before he was circumcised as well as after- 


You further add, “ there is but one righteousness of faith, 


in allages have been and will be justified. Of this right- 
eousness circumcision was the seal.”* If you have any 
fair meaning consistent with the tenor of your argument, 


dispensation, is of the same significance with circumci- 
sion under the ancient.” If you are correct, Sir, baptism 


infant to whom it is applied, as really as circumcision was 


the sea/ constituted no part of the covenant? Surely 
you will not. And doyounot then ‘apply it to believ- 
ing parents and\to their unbelieving children? = 
_ Permit me, dear Sir, to ask once more; Do you not 
consider it as one very important blessing of the covenant, 
to have the seal (as you term it) applied to your children ? 
Yea, more, do you not, in praying for your children, 
pray for them as in covenant with God? If so, is not 
this applying the blessings of the covenant to ‘ believers 
| | 


_ 3+ Yow have selected the following remark from my 
Strictures, as containing something peculiarly “ injurious 


to your sentiments; to wit: ‘ If ye parents, one or both 


But is there nothing in your Discourses, Sir, which 


I was led tothe remark. The sentence to which I refer, 


must be children of faith ; children, of whom there is, on 
parent or parents, the faith of Abraham 
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in the covenant of God.” Would not every sricniiahinas 
reader put'this plain construction om the passage ; that 
if the sevenone-of them, had-the faith 
‘Abraham (and every believer has the same kind of faith, 
“or they are not Abraham’s children) then their children 
‘were children of the promise 
_ «thatyupon your hypothesis, the faith that constitutes 
not the faith of ‘the child itself. Does this differ mate. 
tially, Sir, from my statement, that ‘ if ye parents, one or 
bothof you, areChrist’s, then are ye and all your children — 
“Abraham’s'seed ? &c. It will not-I think be denied, that 
the scriptures clearly support the conclusion, that every 
 true*believer: has the faith of Abraham; that is, the 
_ “same for kind, although not. in the same pre-eminent 
_ ‘degree. ©. Then it foilows, as a consequence of your argu- 

ment; that the children of every believer are “ children 
H ‘of the promise.” Do you not then, Sir, apply the “cov- 
 ‘enant,” the..** promise,” and the the covenant 
Permit me, dear Sir, to notice one thing more 
‘You:most certainly know that the Baptists have uniforn- 
_ dysinsistedy that the promise mentioned .by the Apostle 
Acts: iis 39. is limited by the last clause. for 

the PROMISE, saith he, is unto you and to your children, and 
‘EVEN’ AS MANY AS, THE LorD OUR 
‘Gop cart. In opposition to this, you also know, 
Pe have that the 


sageyand:the remarks you have 
And then add, the pron 
your children; for the Lord said unto 
Abraham, Iewill-be a-God.unto thee, and to thy seed after 
Did you not mean by this: Sir, tohave 


whether they are called by grace or not.» On this ground 
constantly argued»their right to baptism. 
TDhatvyou -hold:the same sentiment, I think may be fait- 


NANT; (said he) 


timent, that in order to be children of the covenant 


I might easily multiply proofs from. other parts of your 
Discourses, 


to give up their children to God in baptism,” &c. » This 
_and his seed, and to believers and their seed.+.. 
public, that you have repeatedly applied the:.covenant, 
sider as unbelievers, until) proof is made out to the con- 
_ trary. To reconcile this with what you have elsewhere 
said ; to wit, * that this covenant is.never established with 


not aconcern of mines... 


“LETTER: xvm. ced 


in a state of to. be-- 
coming’ believers: ves? If so, will you say 
there is nothing to be found in your Discourses like an 
of the covenant tobelievers and unbelievers ?” 
‘Indeed, ‘Sir, have you not done more? Have you 
not quoted the Apostle Peter as applying this covenant . 
to a collection of Jews, which were conidial unbeliev- 

ers? “ ¥¢ are the children of the prophets and of the COVEs - 
which God made with our fathers, say- 
ing unto Abraham, And in thy Sgev shall all the kindreds of 
the earth be blessed.”* It seems to be peculiarly unfortu- 
nate for ‘you, that the words quoted by the Apostle on 
this occasion, are not found in the covenant of-circumci- 
sion, but refer to Gen. xii. 3. asin the margin. Nor 
does he seem to have had any idea of your peculiar sen- 


“¢ they must be children of faith; children, of whom 
there is, on the part of the parent or parents, the faith of 
Abraham in the covenant of God.” No; he calls them 
‘t the children of the and of the covenant,” merely as 
the descendants from Abraham, without probably know- 
ing the state of their ancestors for many generations. 


y from your 4th head of improve- 
“ infer the duty of believing parents 


ment, in which you 
you argue from God's promise to be a God to Abraham 
Enough, I trust, has been 


seed 


the promise, and the cudidubinnensente to the infant- 
of believers: And these I shall take the liberty to con- 


any but true believers, or the subjects of true religion,” | 


_ ~wHowever; Sir, if it: be your wish now, to have. it-un- 
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say, that it is not the easiest thing 


and w for 
nought, all that you have said:to the contrary in the fore. 
going passagesy(and many others to the same import,) in 
whic you have applied the covenant, promise, &c. to the 
unbelieving children of Jews and Gentiles ; I will cheer. 
fay comeent that all which I have said in the “ twenty | 
s'of my book” to go for nought. 
if. ‘have now proved; by:quotations 
« applied the covenant tb duliovtirs and unbelievers,” then 

unwilling, Sir, tocomplain of a want of 
‘ity in'-your-manner of reasoning. But I must be permit. 
in the world to 
understand'a writer who tells us, that “ in God’s sovereign 
sooo ate Jesus before the world was, the eternal 
salvation of bis elect was determined ; the way and the 
means of their salvation was also determined :”+ and in the 
page to tellus, that the promise respecting the 

copuretite arents const faith’ of 
 tobe'certain, that if they'be unbelieving and disobedient, 
their children will be finally lost : for God may, as oft- 
his sov ‘he‘does, go out of the limits 


“mercy 
“and “bestow grace on those who are 


aliens “from ‘the commonwealth of Israel, and 
from the covenants of promise ren 
one point of cocviction which 
‘Tiave’received from*your remarks in this Letter, that 
inistead of quoting a single passage from your Discourses 
concession; 1 might have said ‘that you generally con- 
its Bar'this’ will not be considered as a concession 

On'my" party that you have not, as stated above, 
the'eovenant; as'well as believers. 
“Suffer me, Sir, to make a remark or two on the closing 

part’of*your’ Letter now’ before me, and 
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I hold indeed,” say you, ‘that all true believers are 
to the promise.” 
So far, Sir, I agree with you§ for so far, the scriptures 
support the sentiment. But you proceed to-say, * That 
as God promised to be a God to Abraham and his seed, 


so he promises to be a God to all true believers and their — 


seed? Here, Sir, I am obliged to pause, for the want of 
evidence, And after all the light which I can gain upon 
the subject, the fact appears to my mind to be directly 
opposite to what you have stated. Whether the seed of 
believers stand in the same relation to zHem, as they them- 
selves do to Abraham, is the very pith of the contro- 
versy between us; and may be considered as the very 
source and parent of infant baptism. But as this sub- 
ject forms a prominent part of your next Letter, I shall 
reserve my principal observations until I reply to that 5 
and, in the mean time, would only beg leave to inquire, 
Whether the children of believers, as soon as they are 
born into the world, are not to be considered as their 
seed ? and whether, as such, you do not apply to them 


what you call the seal of the covenant ? If so, I would ask, 


Whether this be not, inthe most direct terms, applying 


the covenant to unbelievers?” Is not this alone, Sir, suffi- 


cient to destroy the whole force of your charge against me, 


of having in a very “injurious manner misre ted 


your sentiments ?” When, on the one hand,‘ Sir, you 


_ declare that you hold no such sentiment; but have uni- 


formly insisted, that, in order - to entitle Abraham to 


the blessings of the covenant, he must walk before God, _ 


and be perfect ; must have true faith, and be sincerely 
obedient ;” and not only ‘that this was necessary, as it | 
respected himself personally, but equally necessary, as it 
respected his children ;’- and that “the whole which 
you have said, in reference to the application of the cove- 


| nant, is in perfect agreement with this;” I confess Iam 
ready to yield the point, that I have, misapprehended 
you, and of course may have made wrong deductions 


from-your arguments, But when, Sir, I look on the 


_ other hand, and, in reviewing your arguments, hear you 
testify, that, as in the first instance, the:covenant was 


established with seed, ia the 


t 
$ 
* 


LETTER XIX. 


it was « made with the NATION of Israel, including their 
Tittle ones,” and again renewed with the HOUSE of 
_ Israel, comprising both parents and children ;”* and fur. 
_ . ther, that God now « promises to be a God” to the 
seed of Gentile “ believers” in the same sense as he en. 
_ gaged to be a God to the spiritual seed of Abraham,—] 
If there be nothing contradictory in the 
» __ two positions, I must be allowed to say, there appears, at 
| teast to me, to be a great deal of ‘ ingenious ‘mea 


am, Dear Sir, 
Respectfully your's, ke. 


LETTER 


| AND DEAR SIR, 
-I NOW enter upon a review wre your XIXth rp 
This you commence by attempting to prove the state- 
_ ment made in the close of your last ; viz. « That as God 
promised to be a God to Abraham and Ais seed, so he 
ised to be a God to all true believers and their 
seed.” ‘This is a point of vast importance in the present 
-controversy. Could you be convinced, that the seed of 
believers were not conditionally, or somehow in covenant 
with their believing parents, I am persuaded you would 
feel your confidence in infant baptism greatly weakened. 
But, Sir, if the difficulties you have met with, in attempt-_ 
‘ing to prove it, have had no effect upon your mind, it’ 
is doubtful whether any sae that a" can offer will al 
vince you, 
- You will recollect, Sir, that you baie already decided, 
‘ieee the promise to Abraham, to be a God to him and 
‘to his seed, included only his spiritual seed; and that — 
-Abraham’s spiritual seed, included not only the believ- 
ing Jews, but all true believers among the Gentiles. The 
— then, Sir, is sm before us: De the sacred 
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scriptures consider other believers as standing in the same 
relation to a spiritual seed, as they do Abraham? Is 


cs each believer constituted a father of a spiritual race ? 


If not, your argument falls to the ground. If the scrip- 
tures support the sentiment for which you contend, then 
it will follow, of course, that every believer may be con- 
sidered as the father, at least, of all succeeding believers ! 
and, vice versa, all succeeding believers as their spiritual 
seed! Does not this conclusion, monstrous as it may 
appear, absolutely follow from your premises? Or, on 
the other hand, if God has promised to be a God to be- 
lievers and their seed, including the whole of their natural 
ofispring, then he has promised more to them than by 
your concession he did to Abraham. And yet, after all, 
if this be not your meaning, I freely confess, I know 
not what you do mean ; nor is it possible, I conceive, to — 
know. Your language is general; « believers and their 
seed ;” “the children of the church,” &c. Are not 
all the children of believers their seed? Do you not 
also mean by ‘the children of the church,” all the chil- 
_dren belonging to church members? Or, have they any 
_ children that are not their seed? If they have, do be 
so good, Sir, as to tell us what you mean by the seed of 
believers, and by the children of the church. 
It must, I think, be apparent to every candid reader, 
that you have utterly failed of proving your point, as 
stated in the beginning of this Letter. But this proof, 
such as it is, shall be considered presently. Yor will 
give me leave, Sir, previously just to observe, that you 
admit, that in a limited sense my statement is true, ¢ that 
by the special appointment of God, Abraham was placed 
in a situation different from all other believers; and in 
this peculiar situation, many things were promised to his 
seed which are not promised to other believers :’ it is 
beyond the shadow of a doubt, in my mind, that the 
point in question is one of them. I am the more fully 
_ established in the sentiment, from a careful examination 
_ of the evidence which you have collected in order to prove 
thecontrary. A few of your most direct proofs will now 
be briefly noticed. 
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You begin with Gen. xviii. 19. OT know Gham, 


‘that be will comManD his children and bis household after 
him; and they su aur keep the way of the Lord to do justice — 
and judgment, that the Lord may bring upon Abraham that 

_ which be hath spoken of him.” After viewing this passage, 

_ emphasized to the best of your skill, to make it appear 

_ favourable to your sentiment, is it possible for a candid — 


mind to see the smallest degree of evidence, that God 


has promised to be a God to the seed :of Gentile be. 
_ levers in the same sense that he is a God to the spiritual 


seedof Abraham? Icertainly should suppose not. In. 


_ deed, Sir, I believe you thought so too; for you add, 
_ © Te will not, I trust, be deemed, that in this declaration, 
_ the Lord had reference directly to the promise made to ° 
_ Abraham, to be @ Ged to him, and to his seed after him?* 
_ Admitting this, and it is: difficult to see for what purpose 


you b the text forward. Cj 


_ » © But in perfect coincidence with this,’ say you, “is 
the 
| the way be should go, and nohen be is old he will not depart 

from: it) therefrom.” We here indeed recognize one of 
- Solomon’s. judicious aphorisms. But is there any thing 
im it like the promise in question ? Does this afford any 
evidence that God has promised to be a God to the 
_ seed of Gentile behtevers ? That it is a great and solemn 


al direction and pronuse: Train up a child in 


duty for parents to bring up their children m the nurs 


ture and admsnition of the Lord, wiil be readily admitted. 
_ Also, the force of education on the manners and morals 
_ of mankind im advanced life, will not be denied. But 
_ how this proves the point in question, we have not skill 
Your next proof, you.also tell us, is in perfect agree- 
ment with this,’ and we conceive, is as little to the 
point. ‘Phe passage is Psa. Ixxviii, 5—7. which the 
reader may examine at his leisure. ‘The words taken 
in their connexion, teach us this plain truth, that it is 
the duty of every generation to make known to ther 
children, who are tu succeed them, the mighty works of 


God, im order that they may be induced to place their 


_ hope and trust in him alone. But we see nothing i 
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this passage that can be fairly urged in favour of the 
promise under consideration. | 
- Your third article of proof, with the comment you 


have put upon it, is very extraordinary, and demands 


icular consideration. 
One principal purpose,” you observe, for which John 
was sent in the spirit and power of Elijah, was #o turn the 
heart of the fathers unto the children, and the heart of the chil- 


dren to the fathers ; and in this way, according to the tenor 


of the everlasting covenant, to make ready a people prepar~ 
ed for the Eord: lest he come and smite the earth with a 


curse.” ¥ow have indeed, Sir, quoted this passage, in- 
terlarded with a few expressions, so as to accommodate _ 
it to your purpose. But when I consider the object for 


which you introduced it, I am totally at a loss to conjec- 
ture what idea you had of it, or even whether you had 
any distinct idea at all. Permit me, Sir, to ask in your 
own language, * Did you read” and consider the true 
import of the text ? ‘or did you only glance your eye 


over it, and happening to light” upon the words fathers — 


and children, at once press it into your service? The 


solemn manner in which you urge the consideration of 


this text, is equally surprising.. ‘ Please to observe, Sir, 


(say you) so important was the covenant provision with 


respect to CHILDREN, that owing to a neglect and con- 


tempt of it, the earth was in danger of being SMITTEN | 


WITH A curRsE!” But pray, Sir, in what sense were 
the hearts of the — turned to their children, so as to 


‘prevent this awful calamity ? Was it in their “ fulfilling 
- the conditions of the promise with respect to them ?”* 
_if'so, how are we to understand the other part of the 

text? For the hearts of the CHILDREN were turned to the 


FATHERS, in the same sense as the fathers were turned 
tothem, Did the preaching of the Baptist turn the 
hearts of their ‘‘ /ittle ones” to their fathers, as you ex- 


plain the provisions of the covenant in another place ?+ 


If this were not the case, your argument. ‘ vanishes into 


_ thin air? On the whole, Sir, all your deaten oil-affords 
us no light upon the passage. 
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think, in the present case we danger, 
admit the following corrections of the Hebrew copy, as_ 
stated by. Kimchi and Ben Melech; who suppose, as alae 
served by a learned Hebrician, that 5y is put for my in 
each clause. According to these Jewish Radéins, the _ 
passage should read thus, “To turn the hearts: of the 
fathers with the children, and the hearts of the children 
with the fathers,” and. thus, by producing trué repen. _ 
tance, ‘¢ make ready a people prepared for the Lord,”*., 
This sense is most clearly justified: by the facts recorded | 
by the Evangelists. The effects of John’s preaching 
‘were visible in the repentance produced, as we have reas. 
son to suppose, among people of every age and condition. _ 
What a blessed sight, to see fathers and children turning i 
to the Lord ! lft they had been unhappily divided into 


whose approach John announced, they would undoubt+ 

be turmed, or reconciled to each other. 
. If we are willing to receive the light as reflected facia | 

the. sacred pages, we shall. perceive with clearness a glo- 


rious reformation produced by the preaching of the Bap- § 


tist which, multitudes ofall ages, forsaking the cor- 
rupted, system.of Judaism, embraced the report of the 
approaching Messiah... But Wat evidence arises from 
all this, God has engaged to be a God to 
the. ‘*.seed.of believers” as he promised to be a God to _ 
Abraham’s spiritual seed 2? confess, I can see none at 
all... Your. other from the 
equally irrelevant. 
ia tay you have entirely failed in 


Bhould the op inion ‘of the above he ‘di , 
will recollect, Sir, you understand Hebrew.) that Sy 
is ‘sémetionts rendered ; Gen. xxiii. 11. The 
mother swith the children. Ayain, ia Exod. Sy might, with 
great propriety, be rendered with, “Themen with the women:” OF, 


a§ 4 Conjunction, as in our translation, “the men aad the at 
ft conveys the same ‘sense. But’ in either of these passages, it 
would! make nonsense to translate Sp, #0 oF wiito, a8 it is rendered in 
to which you refer. To turn the hearts of the fathers with the — 
children, ton tathigre and children,) to the Lord, is a work worthy ofa 
teacher sent from God’: but to turn 
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“pave done allthat could be done. Hence I do not blame 


be proved. 


you for not proving it, but for insisting upon what can-— 

On supposition that the point is not as you have stated, 
you ask, Why are children, in covenant promises made 
to the church, so constantly connected with their pa- 


rents?” I should suppose, Sir, that a-satisfactory answer 
might be given, witheut, in the least, resorting to your — 


- to teach us, that religion was not to expire with that 


After conceding ‘in a general way, you seem to 


theory. Such : declarations were undoubtedly designed — 


generation to whom the promises were first made; but — 
that, in every age, God would have a seed to serve him. — 
You proceed, in the next place, to charge me with — 
making ‘a distinction between the ¢ natural descendants of 
Abraham, and Gentile believers.’ To whith you add, | 


have been constrained to do, by an unpropitious quota~ — 


tion from the excellent Dr. Fuller, that ‘ sp:ritual bless 
sings were promised’ in the covenant ‘zo the NATURAL | 


seed of Abraham’;” you then represent: me assaying, All 
this may be readily admitted with respect to Abraham — 


and his descendants, but! it does not prove that the same _ 


things are engaged or fulfilled to: Gentile believers,’ 
assure you, Sir, I consider fas the most “* unpropitious” 


circumstance attending my quotation from Dr. Fuller, 


its having fallen into your hands. to be so cruelly 
gled ; for you have by no means given your readers 4 


fair view either of his statement or mine | 


"This fact; think, will- fully appear to'any candid pets 
son who. will be at the pains to examine two pages of my — 
book.* In these it will be seen, that: I made a quotas — 


_ tion from’ Dr. Fuller’s expository notes on Gen, xvii, — 
Amd, in approbation of his remarks, added, Alt 


this may be readily admitted, with.réspect to. Abraham | 


his-descendants,’ In order to show:how Dr. Ful- 
ler meant to be understood, I subjoined his own note, — 


ing ordisapproving. Inthe passageas 


without adding a single remark upon: it,, either approv= _ 


Abraham, says, he not only:gave them the land-of 


‘ 


quoted:by me, the 


a 
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~maan for a possession, but himself to be their God, King or 
temporal Governor.” Nor was this all: it was among 
them that he set up his spiritual kingdom, giving them — 
his lively oracles, sending to them his prophets, and es. 
tablishing among them his holy worship,” &c. In his 
note, which I subjoined, he thus remarks, “ Asan Anti. | 
pxdobaptist, I see no necessity for denying that spiritual 
_ blessings were promised : in this general way, to the natural | 
seed of Abraham.” Without, Sir, letting your readers 
_ know what he meant by this “ general way,” you pre- 
sent me as. acknowledging, through Dr. Fuller, that « spi. 
ritual blessings were promised” in the covenant, (not in this 
general way) to the NATURAL seed o Yea, 
ou present me-as further saying, * All this may be read. 
Hy admitted with respect to Abraham and his descend- 
ants, &c. Whereas, the quotations you have thought — 
proper to place before the public were never introduced 
by me as illustration of my subject, but as Dr. Fuller’s 
illustration of his own. Nor, Sir, are your conclusions 
any more correct than. the ere premises from 
which they are drawn. a 
Limiting my remark to what I had quoted, I said, « Alb 
this may be readily admitted. _To ad uote, reply, “Re. 
ally, Sir, this is ‘ admitting’ agreat deal.” I perceive, Sir, 
you think so, and appear to be quite elated withit. But 
what is the conclusion which my admission is thought to 
furnish, so interesting to your plan? Why, that the an- 
cient covenant “ contained. greater and richer promises 
than are made to the church under the present dispens2- 
tion.” But how does this appear? Why, “ according 
to your £ admission,’ say you, in his ancient covenant, ~o 
did engage “in a general way’ to believers, to bea 
mot only to them, but also to their seed.” No, Sir, you 
-arenot correct. No such thing is admitted : Dr. Fuller, 
in hisnete to which your quotation refers, says, “ Spiri> 
ual blessings were promised, in this general way, to the 
 maturabseed of Abraham.” But neither he, nor I have said 
any thing of promises to the seed of other “ believers.” 
_ But, Sir, you proceed to-force another conclusion from 
‘gay admission, which is equally erroneous ; namely, that 
God not to but also to be- 
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‘no such thing, but exactly the contrary. In order to 


are zealous im our adherence to God’s gracious covenant 


lightened Christians, who profess to revere the author- 
ity of PRopHet that was to succeed Moses, I 


_ their accomplishment, and were considered in the apos- 


‘Whether the faith to which you attached the promise in 


_ they are specifically distinct. You make it to consist in the 
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stow spiritual blessings upon their offspring !” This, by 
the words which you have quoted, you pretend to infer 
from the above mentioned note ;. which, however, asserts 


guard against an inference of the kind which you have © 
made, the Doctor adds: “ But I perceive not how it fol- 
lows from hence, that God has promised to take a people 
from among the natural descendants of believers, in dis-_ 
tinction from others.” He further adds, * What was 
promised to Abraham was neither promised nor fulfilled 
to every good man.”* To borrow your language once 
more, * I am constrained, Sir, to ask, Did you read Dr. 
Fuller’s note ? Or did you glance your eye over it, and 
happening to light on the expressions you have quoted, 
immediately conclude, you had found something exceed- 
ingly different from what I had attempted to prove ?” _ 
You close your remarks on the consequences of my 
‘ admission, as follows : “ After this, Sir, you will no more, 
I hope, think it strange that we, of the Pzdobaptist faith, 


with Abraham and his seed.”+ Considering you as the 
defenders of infant baptism, Ido not wonder at your adher- 
ence to that covenant: but when I consider you as en- 


never cease to wonder, that you should so-pertinaciously 
adhere to those parts of that covenant which have had 


tolic age as having waxen old and ready to vanish away. 

_ TL agree with you, Sir, that “there are many promises. 
made to the people of God, besides the simple promise, 
He that believeth on the Lord Fesus Christ shall be saved.” 
But this does not affect the argument. The question is, 


— 


your text was a similar act of the mind to that to which 
the Apostle attached it? If I can understand you both, 


exercise of the believer’s faith in God’s covenant concern-* 
ing his children; and the Apostle states it to be simply, 
that faith in the Lord Jesus, by which the soul is saved. 


* Appendix, p. pos. 
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It is not the | Whether one may not per. 
ceive and embrace some particular promises which are ff 

not embraced by others ;. but whether the faith mention. 
ed by the Apostle in your context is not that which j is | 


common to all believers. 
_ I proceed next to notice what I colsidered i in my Strice 


tures, as the consequence of admitting your views of the 
I stated the objection as follows: Accord. 
: to Mr. Worcester, if we rightly understand him, 
a salvation of the children of believers depends princie 
pally upon the faith and fidelity of their parents.’ To 
this objection you are pleased to reply, It is not pos. 
sible, Sir, that you should have understood me to hold 
that any, either parents or children, are ever saved oth- 
erwise than by the sovereign grace of God in Christ 
Jesus the Saviour.”* | exceedingly regret, Sir, that you 
should suffer yourself to be hurried into a conclusion so | 
opposite to that Christian candour, which you have so 
often expressed in the course of your Letters. You un-— 
doubtedly meant to have it understood, that I had mis- | 
‘Fepresented your real views ; and ccsequently, if it were 
* not possible” that I should have misunderstood you, 
then the error (if there was any) must have an | 
and designed! | 
If you have not, after all, Sir, the very senti= | 
ment which I have charged you with, I must acknowl- — 
edge I still have the infelicity of not being able to com- — 
prehend your meaning- In what other light can I pos- — 
sibly view the following ? “The promise, then, to 
God to Abraham, cote to his seed after him, was of this 
purport, that on CONDITION of faith and fidelity on Abra- 
bam's part, in respect to his children, THEY should become 
SUBJECTS OF GRACE, and heirs of the blessings of the cov- — 
 enant.”.—«« The same (promise)” you add, « is now made 
toall truedehevers,his adopted children of every nation.’ + 
This sentiment runs through your writings. ‘Fhe public 
will therefore judge, whether the statement in my Stric- | 
is a fair deduction fromit. 
ut, Sir, in the closin of the next paragrap in 

the Letter before me, you sera to abandon this ground, 
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and, instead of considering the “ faith and fidelity of pa- 
rents,” as a condition of the salvation of their children, 
you place it in the list of means.— Among these insti- 
tuted means, the faith and fidelity of parents holds a most 
important place.”* Have you not here, Sir, in order to 
appear consistent with what you had just said respecting 


“6 sovereign grace,” given up your favourite doctrine of 


conditions, after having “ cherished it with so much pa- 

Means, and conditions, you know, Sir, are distinct 

things. That there is a connexion between the means 


used and the end to be obtained, will be admitted: but 
it is not an infallible connexion. The ploughing and sow- 


ing of the husbandman, are the ordinary means of his 
obtaining a crop. But although he should prepare his 
ground in the best manner, and sow his seed in due sea- 


son, he has no assurance of acrop. A blast, a mildew, 


or even insects may entirely defeat his hopes. But had 
it pleased God to have made the ploughing and sowing of 
the husbandman the condition of his receiving a crop ; 
we should certainly suppose if he did plough and sow, 


according to that condition, he would infallibly receive a 


crop. Nor is there any sovereignty, I conceive, (I speak 
it with reverence,) in God’s fulfilling the conditions which 
he may have been pleased to engage by covenant to his 
creatures, any more than there is in their fulfilling the 


| a required on their part. But this is not the case 


with means, even such as are of God’s own appointment : 
these it is our bounden duty to use; but after all, it 
depends on the sovereign pleasure of God, whether they 
Your returning the questions which I proposed, con- 
cerning any special act of ¢ faith or fidelity” on the part 
of Abraham towards Isaac, in distinction from Ishmael ; 
or of Isaac towards Jacob, in distinction from Esau; only 
shows, that you found some difficulty in answering them. 
In noticing my remarks upon the promise to Abra- 
ham,: Gen. xii, 3: In thee shall all families of the earth 
be blessed ; you inform your readers, that I have ‘these _ 
remarkable words :” *‘ This promise did not depend at all _ 
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upon the obedience of Abraham, or any other creature, 
ft was in no sense conditional. The divine veracity was 
re. its fulfilment 5 and whether circumcision had 
instituted or not, God'‘would, in the fulness of time, 
have sent his Son into the world, and would have blessed 
the nations in him.’ 1 should really suppose, Sir, that 
‘your objections, when you duly reflect upon them, mutt 
appear even to yourself more “remarkable” than my 
statement. For if the promise was conditional in the 
sense which you have represented it, it could not have 
been certain until all the conditions on which it depend- 
‘ed were fulfilled. I am willing, Sir, to confess, that it is 
my belief, that before the foundation of the world, God 
‘determined in the fulness of time, (that is, at the very 
time the event took place} to'send his Son to be the Sa- 
viour of lost men: nor did I ever know until instructed 
‘by you, that it depended on 30 many conditional circum- 
‘stances. Alas! how fluctuating must have been the 
‘hopes of fallen man for four thousand years! After all, 
if can no more conceive that the fulfilment of this prom- 
_ Gse depended on the incidents you have mentioned, than 
‘that the Saviour’s dying for sinners conditionally depend- 
ed on the instigations of Satan, the treachery of Judas, or 
the cruelty of the Jews. ‘Could you not, Sir, furnish an— 
argument equally plausible, that God’s promise to give 
the posterity of Abraham the land of Canaan at the ex- 
piration of four hundred years; ‘was ‘not absolute ; but de- 
‘pended conditionally on the sins of the Amorites; for 
‘they could not be driven out and dispossessed until thar 


- You: sum up ‘your objections to the absoluteness of 
‘that gréat promise’respecting-the Saviour, in the follow- 
“ing exulting language: “Now, Sir, I confess to you 
‘freely, that I am neither an Antinomian nor a Predestt- 
warianof this sort.” Really, Sir, if youdo not believe 
‘that thé divine promise in question, which involved the 
“whdle-‘plan of redemption, was:renderg¢ absolute and: im- 
wihtable, “by the’ divité“vaiacrry atone, without the 
4Jéast ‘regard ‘to contingent ‘circumstances, I know not, 
‘nor’ani concerned to know; what sort of a:Predestina- 
_ Tian” yoware. However, Sir, this.I as freely confess to 
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you, that I am just such a“ Predestinarian” as to believe, 
that when God makes an absolute promise, without annex- 


_ ing conditions, (and there were none in this) that he will — 
-_infallibly make it good. And I am strongly inciined to © 


think, in the present case, that Abraham believed God, 
that he would fulfil his promise, without for a moment 
recurring to the long train of conditional circumstances, — 


which you make necessary to its accomplishment Or, 


without knowing that it was ever to be connected with a — 


covenant, to be ratified by the sign of circumcision. | 


_I pass over several things in this Letter, which I deem — 
incorrect, but not of sufficient importance to require par- — 
ticular animadversion; and hasten to spend a few mo- — 
ments on your last paragraph, in which, by a single © 
stroke, you have attempted to silence all the arguments — 
in favour of infant communion, 

‘¢ Infants,” you observe, ‘ may be the subjects of the ; 
renewing of the Holy Ghost, and sprinkling of the blood o | 
Christ, signified by baptism; but they cannot discern the =—s | 
Lord’s body, and commemorate his death in the holy supper.” — 
This is the first instance that I recollect ever to have met _ 
with, of an assertion of this kind. The thought, I con- — 
fess, appears somewhat new and singular. It has been — 
generally acknowledged, that persons, while in a state of — 
unrenewed nature, could not discern spiritual objects ; but — 
I never knew before, that such as were “ the subjects of | 
the renewing of the Holy Ghost, and sprinkting of the blood — 
ists” were still without spiritual discernment ! 

ray, Sir, how do you know, that those infants who are > 
the subjects of the renewing influence of the Holy Ghost, | 
cannot discern the Lord’s body ? Are they any more ca- — 
pable of giving evidence of the former, than of the lat- 
ter ? Could you, Sir, be satisfied with the experience of a 
person who should pretend to be renewed by the Holy 


Ghost, but who should declare that he had no discernment. 


of the Lord’s body, as having been offered upon the tree of 
the cross? If this spiritual discernment be not effected 
by the renewing of the Holy Ghost, we should be glad 
to be informed, how it is ever to be effected. Is there 


any other agent, by whose influence the mind of a sin-_ 
- 
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ner is enlightened ? Alas! to what subterfuges are you 
driven, in order to defend your theory ! 


_| In support of the above assertion, you have produced 
no proof, nor offered a single reason ; yet you have the 
modesty to say, that ‘ this single obvious remark I deem 
a sufficient answer to all which you have said, and to aj] 
which the Rev. James Pierce, of Exon, has said on the 
subject of infant comnynion at the Lord’s table.” What- 
ever the public may judge with respect to the conclu. 
siveness of your answer, I think they must allow, that 
you have taken a very expeditious mode in relieving 
yourself from the pressure of your opponents’ argu. 


am, dear Sir, | 
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REV. AND DEAR SIR, 


NOW embrace a moment’s. to 
make a few remarks on your XXth Letter: for I con- 
sider but a small part of it as —— oes thing to do with: 
me, Or my writings. — 

Why you should give me such-a ‘rough for: 
what Mr. Merrill has- written, is utterly inconceivable. 
Particularly as I had rarely mentioned him in the whole 
of my Appendix; and should probably not have men- 
tiene him at all, but for the sake of correcting a mis- 
_ take in Dr. Austin’s reply to him, in his construction of 

John, xiii. 103 and even in this instance, I gave notice. 
that ‘I had:no where in the course ve 
attempted to vindicate 

Your treatment of me. in this has too much 
the. appearance of a petulant man,'who, when offended 
with one of his family, or neighbours, will be out of hu- — 
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dull with all the rest. | You seem to be so irritated by 
Mr. Merrill’s writings, as.to be hardly able to treat him 


with decency. I am persuaded, Sir, in your moments 


of calm reflection, you will perceive a contemptuous /ay- 
eur in your treatment of that Christian brother, totally 


unbecoming the disciple of the same Master. It would 


not be difficult for any person of common discernment, 
to conjecture what was the temper of your mind, when 
guiding your pen to such expressions as the following : 
«¢ Your brother Merrill.”* « You and your brother Mer- 
rill.’+ Your friend and brother Mr. Merrill.”{ These, 
Sir, may serve as a specimen of the complaisant manner 
in which you introduce Mr. Merrill to public notice ; 
and your whole.treatment of him is of the same tenor. 
‘Thope, however, Sir, I shall never blush to own a Christ- 
ian brother, who has held so respectable a standing in 
your connexion for a number of years, only because he 
has been compelled, by his Bible and conscience, to be- 
come a Baptist. But I will leave this part of the subject 
_ for the present, and attend to what more immediately 
_ concerns myself. bay 
_. You introduce this Letter by a paragraph from your 


_ Discourses, in which you assert, that you have the “ tes. _ 


 timony of the earliest of the Christian fathers, that this 
(viz. infant baptism) was the universal practice of the 
church in the ages immediately succeeding the Apostles.” 
‘¢ In support of this statement,” you add, “ I subjoined 
a note, presenting a summary view of the testimony of 


the primitive fathers, in which it was clearly shewn, that 


during the first century, and several succeeding ages, 


infant baptism was practised in the church universally.” 
« This point,” you continue, “ is so clear and so amply 


supported, that you have neither ventured to deny, nor 
attempted to disprove it ; but Iam sorry to have occa- 
_ sion to say, that imitating too closely a common practice 
_ with those who have a bad cause to support, what you 

perceived you could not answer, you have attempted to 
ridicule”) | 

_ It iscertainly, Sir, paying yourself a very handsome 
compliment, to say, that because I did not deem it ne- 
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to answer what you call the “ tiinsoneaty of the 


fathers,” that therefore it must be unanswerable. But, | 


_ Sir, with your permission I will now attempt briefly to 
analyze this “ clear and ample” testimony which you have 
given us from the fathers, in favour of infant baptism, 
It must, however, be observed, that you first, implicitly 
acknowledge, that “ there is nothing directly on the sub- — 
ject, either for or against infant baptism, in the frag- 
‘ments that have come down to us in the writings of the 
first century.” 


Notwithstanding this acknowledgment, you have now 


“the assurance” to say, that ‘ this point is so clear, and 
amply supported,” that I «have neither ventured to 


deny, nor attempted to disprove it.” I think I shallran 


‘Ro great hazard in “ venturing” to examme it : at least, I 


am disposed to make the attempt. 


The first witness from the early fathers, as they are call- 


ed, which you have named, is Clemens Romanus. The 

writings attributed to this father, are acknowledged by 

‘Dr. Mosheim and others, to be generally octet hence 

‘no great dependence, we conceive, oh placed 
hi 


what may be found “in the fragments have come 


_ down to us.”* 


With the above you connect Hermes Pastor. Here | 


again it is allowed, that the original Greek of Hermes is 


lost, and nothing remains but a Latin version called The 


Shepherd. The only passage, in the writings of this 
father, which has come to my knowledge, which has any 


reference to the subject, is the following : In the descrip- 
tion of his Tower, he says, “* What are the rest of the 


stones which fall by the water-side, and could not be 
rolled into the water ? They are such as have heard the 


“word, and were willing to be baptized in the name of 


the Lord; but afterwards withdraw themselves, and walk 


according to their own wicked inclinations.”+ I note 


not that this can be relied upon; but, if it be true, it 


7 is in favour of our sentiments, and not yours.t 


© Mosh. vol. is p. 107, 108. 


+ Vid. Smith vs. Parson, 
That this father might receive all Martyr- 


two saints! The memorial of Hermes being 


See 
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\. There is also a passage in the writings attributed to 
Barnabas, another writer of the same century, though 
not mentioned by you. This, whether considered as gen- 
uine or spurious, affords proof in favour of our sentiments. 
It is as follows : “* They are blessed,” says Barnabas, ‘* who, 
fixing their hopes on the cross, have gone down into the 
water. We descend into the water full of sins and de- 
filements, and come up out of it bringing forth fruit, hav- 
ing in our hearts the fear and hope which is in Jesus.” * 
Now, Sir, admitting that this was not written by Bar- 
nabas, the companion of St. Paul; as it was written at 
that early period, it has the same weight in the argument 
as though it were genuine; for no other writers can be 
supposed to have forged'a sentiment which would go to 
condemn their own practice. And as you do not admit 
that there were any Baptists at that day, we certainly. can- 
not be charged with the forgery. 
_ And what, Sir, is the testimony you have exhibited 
from the writings of these two fathers? Not a single 
word! How then, it will be asked, have you supported 
your argument in “such a clear and ample” manner ? 
Why, truly, you have very gravely told us, that in their 
writings ‘ passages are extant, which, by*/air implication, 
prove the practice of infant baptism in their day.”——A 
very expeditious way of proving a point, to be sure! If 
Mr. Worcester only says it can be made out by * fair im- 
plication,” then the point is so “ clearly and amply sup- 
ported,” that his opponent has not the temerity either ‘to 
deny, or to attempt to disprove it !” I confess, Sir, I feel 
inclined to smile; and I suppress it only lest you should 
charge me with having treated your proof from these fa~ 
thers with ¢ lightness,” or with « ridicule :” and, after all, 
I can hardly help it, when I consider the high ground 
which you have taken, and the confidence with which 
you assert the ‘* clear and ample” manner in which you 
have proved your point. all 
Although I do. not scruple your veracity, yet I think I 
may; without a breach of charity, question the corregtness 
_ of your-judgment, on a point to be made out by smpi- 
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cation, and one too in which’ you are 80 much con. 


cerned. 


I would just Heinind you, Sir, of your charge against : 


the Antipzdobaptists, that “they undertake to assert, not 


prove,” &c. It is charitably hoped, in future, modesty will 
prevent a repetition of this charge. 

Your witnesses of the second century, to which | 
now proceed, are Justin Martyr, and Irenaeus. These 
you make responsible for infant baptism in the second 
century. But what proof have you adduced from them, 


_ which “ so clearly and amply” supports your argument ? _ 


Why, after informing us, that the former was born with- 
in three or four years of the death of St. John, and that 
the latter was the disciple of Polycarp, you remark, that | 
these «are more particular and clear to the same purpose.” 
This; Sir, is all that you have let us know with respect 
to the testimony of these two fathers, on which you have — 
rested the whole evidence of infant oi aa during the 
second ceatery | | 
In the note before me, you have not favoured us with | 
a single sentence from any of the writers of the two first 
centuries in favour of infant baptism. How then, it may 
again be asked, is infant baptism so clearly proved ? Pre- 
cisely in this way : My Rev. opponent says, that ‘in the | 
fragments that have come down to us” of the writings 
of Clemens Romanus, and Hermes Pastor, “ passages are 


extant, which, by fair implication, prove the practice of 


infant baptism in their day.” And that Justin Martyr 


3 and ireneus “ are more particular and clear to the same 


purpose !’——Will any Antipsedobaptist ever after this 
dare even to * assert,” that it has not been demonstrated _ 


m the most “ clear and ample” manner, that “ infant 


baptism was in the two. first cen= 
turies 

As you have not given us any des by which to ascer= 
tain the particular passages to which you refer in the wri- 
tings of the two last fathers, we have a right to conjecture 
that’you keep the beaten path. Presuming on this, it 


may be proper, for a moment, just to notice those pas- 


sages which have been resorted to by other Padobap- — 
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« Several persons among vs, men and women, of sixty 
and seventy years of age os ex tw 
who from children or youth have been disciples of Christ, (or 


still more literally, Lave been discipled to Christ,) remain ine 


corrupt.”* This, Sir, I conclude, is the testimony of one 


of your witnesses, which, you tell us, is “ more partrcerar | 


and clear” than those of the first century, 

We will now listen a moment to the testimony of Jre- 
naus. It reads thus, *¢ He (Christ) came to save all; all, 
I say, qui per eum renascunter in Deum, who dy bite are 
regenerated to God, or are born again unto God; infants, and 


little ones, and children, and young men, and old men.” 
No Baptist will ever such being | 


of baptism. 


To rest a cause testimony $0 and uncer- 


tain ; 5 yea, upon testimony which does not so much as 


mention the subject in dispute, nor necessarily imply it, 
must show that its. advocates are hard pressed indeed. 


- St. Paul, speaking of Timothy, says, that from a child be 


bad known the holy scriptures. But, I believe, few ever — 


thought he was are with this knowledge, or that he 
had it until he was old enough to be taught. 


We have now, Sir, seen all the proof you have offer- 
ed for infant baptism from the writers of the two first 
centuries: but we must say, we still doubt. And to let 


_ you know, that the Baptists are not alone in. their doubts 
respecting this kind of evidence, I will place before you 
the opinion of two Pzdobaptists of no mean fame. 
The first is Curcelleus, a learned divine of Geneva, who 
succeeded the famous Episcopius in the professorship at 
Amsterdam, in the seventeenth century. ‘This learned 
writer thus frankly acknowledges: Padobaptism was 
_ unknown in the two first ages after Christ ; in the third 
and fourth it was ee by a few; at length, i in the 
fifth and following ages it. to obtain in divers 
places ; and therefore this rite is indeed observed by us 
as an ancient custom, but not as an apostolic tradition.”$ 
_ The other is Bishop Faylor, who calls ita “ pretended 
apostolical tradition ;” but says, that the tra- 
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dition cannot be proved to be apostelical we have very 
evidence from antiquity.”* | 
Century III. ‘The witnesses, Sir, you depend 
‘upon for the support of infant baptism in this century, 
are Tertullian: and Origen. ‘The testimony of the former 
was considered in my Appendix, (p. 184, 185.) It will 
there be seen that this affords no proof of the point, but 
much to the contrary: the reader is referred to what 
is there written. It is believed that ‘Tertullian was the — 
‘first who ever mentioned the baptism of infants; and in 
this we perceive no reason for the conclusion, ‘that by 
“infants” he meant mere dades ; particularly as he men- 
tions such as were capable of «asking to be baptized,” 
And even the baptism of these infants he opposed, as not 
‘being, in his judgment, sufficiently enlightened and sa 
lished: in the Christian doctrine.+ 
| Origen is your next witness, mae the first whose ei 
have condescended to give us. You have stated 
chin’ as follows : ‘¢ What is the reason that whereas the 
‘baptism of the church is given for forgiveness, infants 
also; by the wsage of the church, are baptized ; when, if 
‘there was nothing in infants which wanted forgiveness 
‘or mercy, baptism would be needless tothem.” Is this 
passage, Sir, found in the Greek of Origen? or is it in 
the Latin translation of Rufinus ? As itis denied by those 
who are well acquainted with the Greek copies of Origen, f 
which are still extant, that there is any thing in them that } 
can, by fair construction, be rendered favourable to infant 
baptism, but much to the contrary; I shall, therefore, 
‘take it for granted, that your quotation is from the Latin — 
of Rufinus. This version, you know, Sir, has been chal- 
lenged as a spurious work ;, or at least, as being so inter- 
to be depended upon. And as Erasmus 
‘observes, “ Whoever reads these pieces, it is uncertain 


t, Tertullian, speaking of the state of religion in shan time in whic 


he lived, says, “ It is well known that a great variety. of superstitious, t 


ridiculous, and foolish rites wére brought inte the church. ‘The va 
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- But the quotation, should we admit it to be Origen’s, 
contains much absurdity, and some truth. Who but 
Origen, or somebody equally as mystical, can see any 
meaning or use in giving baptism to infants for the forgive- 
ness of sins ?” Is it to shew that they are forgiven? then 
it shows what is not true. Or, is it to shew that they 
need forgiveness ? ‘this is known without it, and therefore — 
unnecessary. Or, is it to show, that they shall be for-— 
given ? this is, after all, uncertain. Indeed, the sen- 
tence shews nothing so plainly, as the absurd, con- 
fused ideas of the author. But, Sir, there is one fact 
expressed in the sentence, that is worthy of notice. It 
is not pretended that infants were baptized by divine 
command, nor even by apostolic tradition; but by “ the 
usage of the church.” There is no dispute, but that some 
churches had introduced such a usage, at the time when 
- Ruffinus wrote, which was towards the close of the 
fourth century; and-from the freedom which he ac- 
knowledged he took with the writings of Origen, there 
is much reason to suppose he added this sentence. But 
if it were clear beyond a reasonable doubt, that the sen- 
_ tence in question was written by Origen himself, it af- 
fords no proof that infant baptism was practised by the 
Apostles. All ecclesiastical writers agree, that many ad- 
ditions and corruptions had crept into the church before 
the close of the second century. idles | 
: The next evidence which comes in course in your 
note, is taken from the result of a council held at Car- 
thage, A. D. 256. As this has been already noticed, 
(See Append. p. 312.) I shall add only a few remarks 
If infant baptism were instituted by Christ, and prac- 
tised by the Apostles, and by the Christian church uni-— 
versally, as you affirm, can any man believe, that, after 
_ the experience of more than two centuries, it should be 
_ a question, At what age babes might lawfully be baptized ? — 
If you have not greatly erred, Sir, in your statement, 
_ infant baptism had been practised much longer, and 
much more generally, by all Christian societies at the 
time of that council, than it has been in this’ country 
from the time of the landing of our forefathers at Plym- 


J 


outh, to the present day : and yet, it seems, it Slclaane 
_ at all surprising to you, that a country Bishop should be 
_at a loss to know at what. age. infants might lawfully be 


‘baptized 


_.. Will-any man seriously believe that there has been, or 
_is now'to be found, in the most obscure corner of oy: 
country, a Pedobaptist minister so ignorant of the usa 
of your churches; as to be at a loss respecting the bap- 
tism of a new-born infant ? No: we hardly think that 
Mr. Worcester himself believes, that even in the be. 
-nighted State of Rhode-Island (as he is pleased to rep. 
resent it*) such a woviciate could be found in all the de. 
. But should any one, like the honest Fidus, make the 
‘inquiry, would you suppose that after the business had 
_, been in,complete operation for more than two centuries, 
_it would.require the united wisdom of a council to decide 


_the divine institution knew nothing about the baptism of 
infants, nor had given any direction concerning them? 

_. {Om the whole, Sir, I feel constrained to say, that the 
Lexamine the ‘clear and ample” testimony by 
which you have endeavoured to support your cause, the 
Jess evidence I perceive in its favour. If no “direct” 
evidence of infant, baptism can be found during the two 

first centurics, it is strong presumptive proof, that no such 
practice existed. ‘The apology that you offer for the want 
 _of this *¢ direct” evidence, is extremely deficient. You 
seem to. take it for granted that there were no Baptists 
in that day to dispute the right of infants; and therefore, 

«¢ it should not be expected that much should be found 

+» I suppose you will allow, Sir, that we have an authen- 

tig, though brief history of the general progress of the 
_. dGbristian religion, for thirty years after the death of 
Christ, in the Acts of the Apostles. Were there not 
frequent disputes during this period, that must unavoid- 
ably have produced « direct” testimony in favour of in- 


_ Apostles ?: The dispute introduced into the church at An- 


_it ?. and which, after all, would only serve to show that — 


fant baptism, admitting it were then practised by 
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| ministry. And when they heard it, they glorified the | 
_ Lord, and said unto him; Thou seest, brother, how 


_ above objection could ever have arisen in the minds of — 
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tioch,* concerning circumcision, not only gave an open- 
ing, but seemed to render it absolutely necessary to 
say something ‘¢ directly om the subject,” in case baptism 
was then considered as a substitute for circumcision. [f 
feel a confidence, Sir, that you will not presume to say, 
that any Pzedobaptist council would have neglected such 
an opportunity, to state and enforce their favourite sub- 

But another instance still more to my purpose, and 
which seemed to call, in the most imperious manner, for 
something “ directly on the subject,” will be seen in the 
account of Paul’s last visit to Jerusalem, about twenty- 
seven years after the crucifixion of Christ. The day 

after his arrival, says the historian, «¢ Paul went in with | 
us unto James ; and all the elders were present. And 
when he had saluted them, he declared particularly what 
things God had wrought among the Gentiles by his 


many thousands of the Jews there are which believe, and 
they are all zealous of the law: and they are inform- 
ed of thee, that thou teachest all the Jews that are among 
the Gentiles to forsake Moses, saying, Zhat they ought 

not t0 CIRCUMCISE THEIR CHILDREN, &c. Is it possi- 
ble, Sir, to conceive of a case, where it would be necessary — 
to bring icweaell infant baptism, and explain ‘its mean- 

ing, if this be not one? Had it been a known fact, as 
you contend, that the baptism of infants had been sub-— 
stituted by Christ in the room ‘of their circumcision ; 
and that this: was so understood and practised by the -— 
Apostles, would not Paul have urged it in’ the present 
case?’ Indeed, Sir, it is impossible to suppose, that the 


these Jewish'Christians, had they understood 'the'subject 
as you do? or, had any unjust insinuation been made s_—s 
against Paul, as though he neglected the children of be- 
levers, would not simple statement of facts have silenced 

it forever? Had he only “declared, that although he - 


did’ téach' them to circumcise their children, yet (like 
the Psedobaptists of the p . day,) he had constantly q 
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ineleted, upon their giving them up in baptism ; had he 
done this, he would have had no.need ‘to have 
through a course of ceremonial weseinnends in Order to 
clear his character. 

Do pause, my dear Sir, and ask yourself seriously, 
What possible reason can be assigned for the Apostle’s_ 
total silence respecting the baptism of children, on an 
occasion which so urgently demanded it, had it then 
been understood by him and his brethren to have taken 
the place of circumcision? Does it not appear with irre. 
sistible clearness, that infant baptism, as a substitute for 
circumcision, had never yet been nee of ? ‘To me, 
I confess it does. 

In all the transactions of the Chuietion church for the. 
space of thirty years, as recorded in the Acts of the Apos 
tles, and this too, when they were setting in order the 
things that were wanting, not a single word is found res- 
pecting the baptism of infants; nor any thing which, by 
_ “fair implication,”. affords the least proof, of it. Nor: 1g 
there any thing (by your own explicit acknowledgment) 
directly on the subject,” in the of the 


"ey. You pretend that there.i is no direct proof of infant 
baptism during the first ages, merely because there was 
no dispute about it. But is not this evading the diffi- 
culty’? Was there any more dispute about the bap- 
tism of adults? I believe you will not say it. But is 
there any want of proof, that believing adults were bap- _ 
tized? You know, Sir, that there is abundant proof, 
In the earliest times of the church,” says Dr. Mosheim, 
‘¢ all who professed firmly to believe that Jesus was the 
only Redeemer of the world, and who, in.consequence 
of this profession, promised to live in a manner conform- 
able to the. purity of his holy religion, were immediately 
_ received among the disciples of Christ. This was all 
the preparation for baptism then required.”* The 
sacrament of daptism,” continues the same writer, “ was | 
administered in this » without the public assem- 


blies, in and Prepared | 
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173 
and was performed by an IMMERSION OF THE/WHOLE 


sopy in the baptismal font.”* 

‘This perfectly agrees with the account given by the 
writer of the Acts. It is there said of the Samaritans, 
that ‘ when they deieved Philip preaching the things 
concerning the kingdom of God, and the name of Jesus 
Christ, they were baptized MEN AND WOMEN.’ + 
Another fair opening, Sir, to have mentioned children, 
had any been baptized. The total silence of both scrip- 


ture and history, respecting the baptism of infants dur- 
ing the “ first ages,” affords more ‘ clear and ample” 


proof that no such practice existed, than all the evi- 


dence you have been able to produce to the contrary. 


Your attempts, Sir, to vindicate yourself from the 
charge of ‘ ingenious obscurity,’ in the manner in which 


you quoted the fathers, goes fully, I conceive, to justify — 
the remark. In stating the testimony of the Council of 
_ Carthage, of which you informed us in your note, that — 


rian was President, you give the following specimen :{ 


_ « Cyprian (I observed) suffered martyrdom for the Chris- _ 


tian faith, ‘only about five years after the death of Ori- 
gen.———I had informed you, Sir, that Origen was con- 
temporary with Tertullian, that Tertullian was only 
eleven years old when Polycarp died, and was many 
years contemporary with Irenzus, a disciple of Polycarp, 
and that Polycarp was the angél of the church at Smyr- 


ma, to whom John the Revelator addressed his epistle.” 
Upon this statement you ask, ‘ Is there any obscurity, 
Sir, in all this?” Were I to answer, I should say, It does’ 
not appear remarkable either for conciseness or perspi- _ 
cuity. What was the object for which Cyprian was 
brought forward in the above character ? Was it not to. 


shew the time when an opinion in favour of infant bap- 


tism had been expressed by an ecclesiastical council ? | 


_ Why not then:tell the time at once, without all this pa- 


rade of names ? They add no weight to the testimony of 
| | | 


"Phe obscure manner in which you bring forward the 


testimony of the fathers in support of infant baptism, 
* VoLi.p.126. + Acts viii, 12. $ Lett. 103. 
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_ also carries strong marks of design, to throw this evidencg’ 

_ back as nigh as possible to the apostolic age. Why else | 

have you so constantly kept out of sight the real dis. 

_ tance from the Christian era, when these persons lived 
and wrote, and shrouded the subject in a long list of an- 
cient names ? The council to which Fidus proposed his 

_ question, you observe, was “ only about one hundred 

» and fifty years after the Apostles.”* It would not, | 

_ Suppose, have served your purpose quite so well, to have | 
said, This council was held in the year of our Lord 256, 
as to place it within “'adout one hundred and fifty years 
of the Apostles ;” that is, of the death of St. John, the 
very last of them. | | 
On other occasions, Sir, I find you quote events some. 
what differently. For instance ; in stating the call of 
Abraham in your [Vth Letter, you recur immediately 
to dates. This memorable event, you observe, was 

_ «somewhat ‘more than two thousand years after the cre- 
ation, and about four hundred and twenty-six years after 

‘the flood.” It is acknowledged, that there is no obscu- 
rity in this. But, Sir, if, instead of giving these dates, 
‘you had ‘-informed” us, that when the Lord said 
to Abraham, Get thee out from thy country, and from thy 
kindred, &c. he was in the seventy-fifth year of his age, 
and that he was born only two years after the death of 
Noah, who lived three hundred and fifty years after the 
flood, and six hundred before it, and who was born 
only one hundred and twenty-six years after the death 
of Adam, the father of the human race:” would you — 
gay there was no obscurity in all this? I believe, Sir, 
‘this is nearly correct ; but would it be easy to perceive, 
by this statement, in what year of the world any one of — 

. these events took place ? Ithink it would not. Afterall, . 
is it not as intelligible as your account of the Council of © 
Carthage, of which you inform us, that «Cyprian was — 
President, who suffered martyrdom only five years after — 
the death of Origen ; who was contemporary with Ler- — 
tullian ; who was eleven years old when Polycarp died ; 
and who was the angel of the church at Smyrna, to 
whom John the Revelator addressed his epistle *” 


Lett. p. 103. 
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LETTER ‘75 
I shall reserve any further remarks on the testimony 


of the ancient fathers, for another place. And as the. 


remainder of your Letter, excepting the closing para- 


graph, is directed against Mr. Merrill, and not me, I : 
shall pass it wholly unnoticed, unless I may incidentally, — 
in answering some of your other Letters, advert to some > 


sentence 1n it. 


In your concluding paragraph, Sir, after having satir=— 
ized Mr. Merrill, in a manner which I am persuaded you © 
would feel in every nerve in your system, if it were re-_ 


torted upon you ; you proceed to inform us of the high 
satisfaction which. you have derived from the considera- 
tion, that neither he, nor myself, have shewn your state- 


ments “ with respect to the primitive practice of the 
church, to be in the least point incorrect.” ‘* My state-. 


ments most certainly,” you add, ‘* were not made at 
random, but were the result of deliberate and diligent 
research.” We have already seen and examined all that 
you have brought forth by this « deliberate and diligent 


_ research ;” and, if this be the whole that you have been © 


able to find, the Baptists may sit down composed 3; for 


we think their sentiments are in no danger from any — 


thing which you can produce, from the writers of the 
two first centuries. 
I am, dear Sir, » 


LETTER XXL 


REV. AND DEAR SIR, | 


YOUR XXiIst Letter now calls for my attention. 


But as much of it is a mere recapitulation of what has 


been already noticed, a few things only remain to be an- 


Your principal object in this Letter, to use your own — 


: words, is ‘to “ present in one connected, but very com- 
pendious view, the grounds on which” infant baptism 
“rests.” In order to which you tell us, 1. “In 


Respectfully your’s, See. 


a 
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God’s covenant with his church,” (the Abrahamic cov. | 
enant) ‘ children are expressly connected with their par. | 


ents; and, on the ground of this connexion, it has been 


divinely instituted, that parents should have the initia- 


ting seal administered to their infant seed.” — fi 
_ By the above covenant, the male seed of Abraham.and 


about one half of all their seed, was to be circumcised ; 
but no provision, as I have ever seen, for initiating female 
children. To argue the right of female infants, from 


what Paul said of believing adults ; namely, that * there 
is neither male nor female, for ye are all one in Christ 


Jesus ;” is arguing from false premises. The conclusion 
here rests upon this postulatum, that female infants are 


' Chris#’s, in the sense of the above text; which is not true, 
You proceed tosay, 2. * Not only is there no intima 
tion in the scriptures, that the covenant connexion | be- 
tween parents and children has been dissolved ; but 
we are clearly taught that this important connexion was 
to continue under the present dispensation.” 


~ In’support or this, you nave first quoted Jer. xxx. 20; 


_ Their children also shall be as aforetime, and their congre- 
gation shall be established before me.” ‘This, beyond alt 
_ doubt, is a prophecy respecting the return of the Jews 


from the Babylonish captivity. But it seems that you 
can see no other way in which the promise can be ful- 
filled, that their children should be as aforetime, unless the 
children of Gentile believers are admitted to baptism ! 


A very extraordinary conclusion indeed! We can 


hardly conceive of one more forced and unnatural.* In 
the whole of the context there does not appear the most 


_ distant allusion to the subject under consideration. 


gives the following very natural comment upon the text. 
‘‘ Their posterity also shall be as happy, and as much in 
repute, as they were before their carrying into Baby- 
lon.”+ ‘The prophet Zechariah, alluding to the same 


_* A good old Pzdobaptist minister, whose zeal sometimes outstrip- 


ped his knowledge, once said, He could prove infant baptism from Ho 
sea vil. 8. Epbraum is a cake not turned. 1 should suppose equally as well 
as from Jer. xxx. 20. 


$ Pool in loc. 


his descendants, which may be supposed to comprise _ 
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very age : and the streets of the city shall be full of Bors 


ceive to be the meaning of the passage you have quoted. 


allow them to occupy, is a sort of ** covenant connexion 


heaven.” 
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event, the restoration of the Jews from the Babylonish 
captivity, says, * Thus saith the Lord of hosts, There 
shall yet old men and old women dwell in the streets of 


Jerusalem, and every man with his staff in his hand for — 


AND GIRLS playing in the streets thereof.””"* ‘This I con- 


Your next text is that in Malachi, respecting the 
ministry of John the Baptist, which has already been 
considered. (See Lett. XIX.) From this you proceed to 
notice again what Christ said concerning little children ; 
6 Suffer little children and forbid them not to come unto me: 
FOR OF SUCH IS THE KINGDOM OF HEAVEN.” 

- Did Christ mean by the kingdom of heaven the visible 
church ? If not, it has no relation to the argument. If 
so, did he mean to teach his disciples, that the kingdom 
of heaven, or visible church, was made up of little chil- 
dren ? or was it his meaning, that it consisted of char- 
acters which, in many respects, resembled /ittle children ? 
Does the text absolutely import, that even these children 
which were brought to him were either a part of the vis- 
ible church on earth, or that they infallibly belonged to 
the kingdom of glory ? I conceive not : but in either sense 
it proves too much for your purpose. You will please 
to remember, Sir, that you do not allow that your chil- 
dren, even such as are baptized, belong to the church 
in any proper sense. You have been obliged to deny 
their membership, in order to appear consistent in not 
treating them as members. ‘The place which you now 


with their parents.”+ This differs widely from the text: 
for Christ does not say, “ such are sonnected with the 
kingdom of heaven 3” but “ of sucw 18 the kingdom of 


The term such, in this text, does not appear to be used 
as a term of identity, but of likeness; agreeably to a 
common mode of expression used by Christ. The 
kingdom of heaven,” saith he, ‘ is /:ke unto a grain of 
mustard-seed, which a man took and sowed in his field.” _ 


* Zech. viii 4; §. t Letter, Pp. 12% 


Q 2. 
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He adds, in another parable, that it “ is /ike unto leaven, — 
which a woman took 4nd hid in three measures of meal.” 
‘Surely no one will argue from this, that the kingdom of 
_ heaven (whatever may be meant by it) consists of mus. 
tard-seed and leaven! But only, that the rapid growth 
of the one, and the effects produced by the fermentation 
_ of the other, might serve to illustrate the success of the 
gospel, and the effects of divine grace in the hearts of — 
men. 
_ ‘That you may see the ‘inconclusiveness of your argu- 
ment, please for a moment to admit what is certainly 
possible, and not very improbable, i. e. that part of these 
children, if not all, were females; then consequently 
they had not been initiated by circumcision ; and, as you 
inform us, baptism had not as yet been substituted for it, 
they could not have been baptized: it will then follow, 
that if these children could belong to the kingdom of 
heaven without the initiating sea/, as you term it, other 
children. may belong to the same kingdom without it. 
Until you can therefore prove, that it was on account of 
the covenant relation of these children to their believing 
_ parents, Christ said, of such is the kingdom of heaven, 
it can afford no proof in favour of your argument. 
I am pleased, Sir, that you have given up one impor- © 
tant point, which the Baptists have long contended with 
your denomination ; viz. that you * do not suppose that — 
these little children were brought to Christ for Mietism.” 
This very text has been the foundation of much eloquent 
declamation in favour of infant baptism.* _ 
‘Your other arguments have been considered in,a pre- 
vious Letter, excepting your remarks on 1 Cor. vil. 14. 
Else were your children unclean, but now are they HOLY. 
"This holiness, however, you tell us, was not “real, posi- — 
tive, internal holiness.” Pray, Sir, what sort of holiness 
can it be, to possess none of these qualities ? If not 
“real,” then we must suppose it only imaginary, or fic- 
_ titious. If not “ positive,” then it can be only negative. 
‘Tlf not * internal holiness,” then it can be only nabs 
"That! is imayinary, negative, outside holiness ! | 


Vid. Dr, Osgood’s Serm, on Bap, | t See Lett. XVII, 
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In order to render your subject still more lucid, you 
go on to say, * That by virtue of their relation to Abra. 
ham, his descendants were considered as being in a fed- 
eral or covenant sense, hely ;” and “that the children of 
God’s people, under the present dispensation, are to be 
considered as oly, in the same federal or covenant sense.” 
‘That is, that they are possessed of neither real, posi- 
tive,” nor ¢ internal holiness !” And are these the char- 
acters of whom Christ said, Of sucH is the kingdom of 
heaven ? What elevated conceptions of the holy nature 
of the CHURCH OF THE FIRST BORN IN HEAVEN, must the 
mind entertain from your explanation of this fa or 
covenant holiness !| Can this be the holiness for which 
you are so warmly contending with the Baptists ? If so, 
may I not here adopt the language of my opponent, 
ss Alas! to what mere shadows will a man not resort, 
when he has no solid arguments of which to avail him- 
self!” But I hasten to consider your next topic. | 
. § As we are clearly informed,” say you, “ that 
the relation of children to the church was to continue 
under the present dispensation, so we have evidence suf- 
jitently clear, that, by the Apostles, children were baptiz- 
ed.” Not. quite so clear, I imagine, Sir, as you could 
wish. But we will examine it. | 
On reading the above statement, it is natural for the 
eye to run eagerly over the subjoined observations, in 
order to find this “ clear and satisfactory” evidence on a 
point so long disputed. But how great is the disappoint- 
ment, when, after examining every sentence, nothing can 
be rd ey “‘ directly to the point,” or which proves it. 


| | : 

You begin, Sir, with the great commission which 
Christ gave to his disciples after his resurrection. But 
how does it appear from this, that Christ intended that 
infants, which could not be taught, should be baptized? 
“ In his commission to his Apostles,” you observe, “ his 
_ direction was, that a// nations should be baptized,” and 
* children constitute a part of every nation.”* This, 
Sir, is proving your point, with a witness. But does it 
not prove rather too much ? If because « children con- 


* Lett. p- 
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stitute a part of every nation,” they are therefore to be 
baptized, will it not prove that all the children of a na. 
tion have a right to baptism, whether their parents are 
Jews, Turks, or Heathens ? Yea, more ; if untaught, un- 
believing children must be baptized, because they are a 
part of all nations; then unbelieving adults must be bap. — 
tized also, for they are equally a part of all nations. 
_ I know of but one limitation contained in the com. 
mission; and that is, that such only are to be baptized 
_as have been previously taught so as to become disciples, 
But if the commission requires or admits the baptism of 
any who are untaught, it will equally require or admit 
the baptism of a// who are untaught. For if the direc- 
tion to baptize be not limited to such as are taught so as 
‘to become disciples, it is not limited at all. If infants 
eam be made disciples, or “ entered learners,” by bap- — 
tism, adults also may be made disciples in the same way. 
_ They are certainly as capable (to say the least) of being - 
taught afterwards, as infants are. 
‘These, Sir, are some of the unavoidable consequences 
that follow upon your hypothesis, that children must be 
baptized because they ‘ constitute a part of every nation.” 
I should suppose it would require the utmost stretch of 
sectarian credulity,” to believe that such was the inten-_ 
tion of Christ in giving the commission. And yet from 
such premises as these, you advance to this bold conclu- 
sion; “then it is p/ain, that the Apostles were authorized 
and enjoined to baptize children.” 
_ » Your fanciful application of the prediction in Isaiah, 
that Messiah should sprinkle many nations, had “evident 
reference to baptism ;” and that it is now fulfilling in the 
“‘ sprinkling of infants,” I leave unmolested; as I am 
persuaded that, with candid men, it can never be thought 
to have the most distant bearing uponthe argument. 
_ You next proceed, Sir, to state as a matter of fact, that 
the Apostles actually baptized, not only believing par- 
ents; who had never before been baptized, but also their — 
households ;” by which you evidently mean their unbe- 
lieving children. This, Sir, is by no means a correct 
statement. It is taking for granted, what cannot be 
admitted without proof. It supposes that the master oF 
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arent only was a believer, and that all his household, 


whether adults or infants, were baptized upon his faith : 
but you have exhibited no evidence of this, nor is there 
any in the scripture in favour of it, but muth to the 

The sacred history affords not so much as a shadow 
of proof, that there was a single infant in either of the 


- households you have mentioned. But will it be thought 


strange, that there should be ¢4ree households without 


any infants? Let it be remembered, that there were 


four families in the ark, whose salvation by water the 
Apostle Peter makes a figure of our baptism, and yet 


we know for certain, that there was not a single infant 


in either of them. But would it not be equally strange, — 


if there were not some adu/ts in these three households, 


besides the persons mentioned ? But if so, it will prove 
fatal to your argument in another point of lights for if 


all that belonged to the-house were baptized, upon the 


faith of the head of the family, then adults as well as. 
infants were baptized upon the credit of another’s faith. 


‘The supposition is certainly as fair and rational, that 
there were adults in these households, as that there 


were infants. ° | 


‘We have now, | Sir, examined all ‘the « evidence” 
_ which you have brought to prove, ‘ that by the Apostles, 


children were baptized ;” and can only say, that if it has 


' been made sufficiently clear, we have to regret that we — 


have not been able to discern it. The same evidence, 
however, Sir, has been brought by your predecessors over 


_ and over again; and as often refuted by mine. ‘To pre- 


tend that a point is ‘sufficiently clear,” and after all, 
not be able to make out a single particle of decided evi- 
dence in its favour, look much more like wishing it to 
be believed, than like proving it to be true. : 
_ You proceed, 4. “ As infant baptism was practised by 
the Apostles in pursuance of their commission ; so it ap- 
pears from the most authentic testimony, that it was prac- 
tised in the church universally for many ages after them.” 
In my reply, Sir, to your last Letter, 1 trust it has 
been fully demonstrated, that all your « clear and ample 


_ proof” from the writers of the two first centuries, has 
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farnished no evidence of the existence of infant baptism 
during that period. But as you have found « nothing | 
directly on the subject,” in the writings of the first cen. 
tury, you now attempt, by the indirect testimony of these _ 
fathers, as they are called, to give support to your cause, 
In order to which, you inform us, that Inthe first ages. 
after Christ, baptism and regeneration were considered as 
the same thing.” You refer to Dr. Wall for “ample 
proof” of this point. I have not his History of Infant 
Baptism at hand; but his ‘* Defence” of that work is 
now before me. In this work, in reply to Mr. Whise 
ton’s objections, the subject is brought into view. Ac- 
cording to this, the passage from Irenaeus, which has 
been considered in the preceding Letter, is the founda. — 
tion on which the opinion rests. The construction now 
given of the passage from this ancient writer, is liable 
to several weighty objections. As 1. that by the man- 
ner in which he recorded the different ages, by infants, 
he did not intend new-born babes, but infants eight or 
ten years old, who had been catechized. It seemsa point: 
established beyond reasonable controversy, that the terms 
wais, Beedos, puer, puerulus, parvulus, &c. 
used indiscriminately for minors.* 2. It is doubtful in 
the highest degree, whether either Justin or Irenzeus did 
refer to what Dr. Wall calls * daptismal regeneration” in 

_ the passages quoted from them. If this could be ascer- 

- tained, it would prove that they had, at this early period, — 
departed from the pure doctrine of the gospel. For! 
believe the sentiment is now almost universally condemn-— 
ed by Protestafits, as erroneous; and if erroneous now, it © 
must have been so then. The sense you contend for, is — 
no where countenanced by the scriptures, nor by the — 
common language of Christians, John iii. 5. & Tit. il 5. 
' The very passages which have been adduced in support of 
the sentiment, prove exactly the contrary. ‘The former, 
if it has any allusion to baptism, must be referred to the 
baptism of a believer ; for it is connected with being Jorn 
of the Spirit. The answer to Nicodemus, in the fifth 
verse of this chapter, is predicated on what Jesus had 
said in the third : Except a man be born again, he. cannot 


* Sce Robinfon’s Hist. Bapt. p.133—135. 
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seethe kingdom of God. And in the fifth, Except a man 


be born of water, and of the Spirit, he cannot enter into the 
kingdom of Ged. If by the kingdom of God, be meant the 
visible gospel church, and being born of water, is being 
baptized, then it is plain that none could belong to this 
church before baptism was instituted. Where then will 
you place Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, and all their pious 


descendants ? Were they baptized ? Or if, by the Aing- 


dom of God, we are to understand heaven itself, will any 
believe that none will go to heaven but such as are bap- 
tized ? The latter, you know, Sir, was the sense at- 
tached to the passage by the early defenders of infant 
baptism. ‘This appears to have been the sense of Ter- 
tullian, who advised to delay the baptism of infants which 


had been catechised, to a more advanced period, ** except 


in danger of death.” This too led to all the superstitious 
fooleries which have been attached to the practice. Such 
as Midwives and Nurses baptizing new-born infants, sup- 
posed to be in danger of death. And does not the prac- 


tice of some professed Christians consign to everlasting 


wo, the hapless infant who may chance to die unbaptiz- 
ed? Why else is the funeral service of the Episcopal 
church refused to an unbaptized infant ?* Yea, more; 
in some instances, why have the rights of sepulture been 
refused to unbaptized infants? Yes,— Even dust to 


spread o’er dust, a charity their dogs enjoy.”+ < 


Sir, you allow that these ancient fathers held. to 
another kind of regeneration, effected by the Holy Spirit. 
Were it. not to serve a purpose, I conceive the passage 
you have quoted from the * Apostolical Justin Martyr,” 


® A few years since, I was called to attend the funeral of an infant 


in this town, in a family which I was informed belonged to the Episco- 
sal church. I asked where the Rev. Dr.—<— was? and was answered, 
¢ was out of town. Where is the Rev. Mr. ——? It was said, He was 
engaged. At length, the gentleman of the house told me plainly, “‘ The 
child was not baptized!” ‘To this I replied, that I had the happiness 
5 — the child wi gone equally as safe, as though it had been bap- 
iZ | | 

| | | 
__ t See an account published a few years ago by the Rev. Mr. Burt, 
of Plymouth Dock, respecting a child of his congregation which died 
while the parents were on a visit at Saltash, and which was refused a 
grave by the pious Curate, in the Cemetery belonging to his parish, 
‘merely because it was unbaptized. 
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would never have been construed but in the latter sense 
You give his words as follows : “ They are regenerated 
by the same way by which we were regenerated ; for 
they are washed with water in the name of God the F. 
ther and Lord of all things, and of our Saviour Jesy< 
‘Christ, and of the Holy Spirit. For Christ says, unless 
base be regenerated, ye cannot enter into the kingdom of 
If the griter of this sentence held to the scriptural 
doctrine of regeneration, the paragraph will be plain and 
intelligible. But in the sense which you explain it, it js 
both tautological and heterodox. For if by regeneration 
he meant baptism, or washing, (as you explain the word,) 
‘you make him say, ‘ For they are washed with water,” 
because ‘they had been washed in water.” There can 
‘be no doubt but by being ‘‘ washed in the name of God 
the Father,” &c. he intended baptism 3 and if this was in 
‘consequence of their having been regenerated by the 
Holy Spirit, it 1s all perfectly correct, and in agreement — 
with the sacred scriptures. But to say, that they were 
washed in the name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, 
because they had been regenerated by baptism, is absolute 
nonsense. The last sentence seems to confirm the sense 
I have given. ‘For Christ says, Unless ye be regener- 
“ated, ye cannot enter into the kingdom of heaven.” Certainly, 
Sir, mere water baptism, without spiritual regeneration, 
does not fit a person for the kingdom of heaven, taken 
in either sense of the word,—yourself being judge. 
_ These remarks will equally apply to the paragraph you 
have quoted from Irenzus, where you render the word 


regenerated unto God, baptized.” 
You observe, 2. ‘The primitive church held bap- 
tism to have come in the place of circumcision.” And 
add, ** This, again, is a point too clear to be contested.” 
It would seem, Sir, that the business was not fully un- 
derstood in the year of our Lord 256jwhen it was sub- 
mitted to the Council of Carthage whether infants under 
eight days old might be lawfully baptized. Nor can I see 
by what authority their « African reverences” presum 
to depart from the law of circumcision, admitting that 
*‘ baptism had taken its place.” And yet, without pre- 
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eadiae that Christ had given any new lowe respecting 
‘the baptism of infants, they, and you after them, have 


added the other sex, which were unknown in the orig- 
inal institution, and presume to administer the ordinance 
to both, and at a time too when it was absolutely forbidden 


by the law of circumcision! It is presumed that those 


who take such freedoms with a divine law, can have no 
t difficulty in accommodating it to their own wishes. 


The quotations, Sir, which you have made from these 
ancient writers, give us a very obscure and doubtful view 


of your subject. You quote Justin Martyr as saying, **We 
also, who by him have had access to God, have not re~ 
ceived this carnal circumcision, but the spiritual circumci- 


sion; and we have received it by baptism, sh the mercy | 


of God, because we were sinners.” 


me, Sir, to ask, Do you believe thst spiritual | 
circumcision,” which is made without hands, is produced by 
baptism ? If you do, I shall cease to wonder at your zeal © 


for the baptism of infants, if by it you suppose the heart 
is circumcised to love God. If you do not believe it, 


then, do you not implicitly Justin with propaga- 


ting a most dangerous error, OF implicate yourself as a 


‘bad commentator? | | 
Your quotation from Basil is equally irrelevant. I 

should suppose it utterly impossible for any person to be-_ 
lieve, that ‘* the circumcision made without hands,” meant — 


water baptism. I imagine it would be very difficult to 
perform baptism decently, without hands, even if we 
allowed sprinkling to be the mode. If you should suc- 


ceed, Sir, in proving, that Basil held, that to be baptized 


in water, and to be a subject of « the circumcision. made 


without hands, in putting off the body of the sins of the 


flesh, by the circumcision of Christ,’ meant the same 
thing I must either give up the man, as the author of 
error, Or renounce my senses. in anter to believe it to 
be truth. 

I conceive, Sir, that you sight with as much propri- 


_ ety, argue from what ‘Ananias said to Saul, as from the 
above. And now, why tarriest thou ? Arise, and be baptized, 


and wash sad thy sins, calling on the name of the Lorg.* 
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Would Ananias have said this to Saul, when in a state 
of unbelief ? “Would any minister, who values his char- 
acter as a man of piety, call upon a manifest unbeliever 
to wash away his sins by baptism? We certainly think 
he would not. And yet it would not be less absurd, 
than what you endeavour to make these fathers vindi- 
cate. It is allowed,” says Justin, * to all persons to re. 
ceive it by the same way,” that is, spiritual circumcision by 
baptism. ‘This, as you explain it, is indeed expanding 
wide the flood-gate of error! ‘* All persons,” must 
certainly mean more than infants. And if one may law. 
fully come without any evidence of renewing grace, why _ 
not another? Why not all? 


3. “© The earliest direct testimonies,” say you, * which 
we have on the subject, are clear and decisive, that infant _ 
baptism was uniformly practised in the church, in the _ 
Apostles’ days, and downwards, for many ages.” 
Here, Sir, you again run over your ‘incidental and — 
indirect” proof, repeating the story of the sixty-six Afri- — 
can Bishops, and refer us once more to your note in — 
‘Two Discourses, where you have given such “ clear — 

and ample” proof from the writers of the two first cen- 
turies. All this, Sir, we have seen before, and bestowed 
upon it the consideration to which it was entitled. We 
therefore hasten to your next witness. Celobaees 
About three hundred years after the Apostles,” 
you, ‘* the testimonies furnished by the Pelagian contro- 
versy are full and invincible.” As this controversy com- 
_menced in the fifth century, when we do not deny the 
existence of infant baptism, it cannot be-supposed to fur- 
mish any decisive evidence on the subject. 
-If Mosheim has given a fair statement of the senti- 
ments of Pelagius, he differed very little in doctrine 
from our modern Arminians,* and like them held to in- 
_ fant baptism. At the head of the orthodox party, who 
_ were his opposers, you present Austin, (Augustin) as ask- 
ing Pelagius, * Why are infants baptized for the remis- 
sion Of sin, if they have none ?* Infant baptism, the 
_ whole church practises ; it was not instituted by councils, 
_ but was ever in use.” You proceed to observe, that — 


* Mosh, vol. ii, p. 84. 
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«¢ with this argument the Pelagians were constantly press- 
ed by Austin and Jerome, and all the orthodox fathers.” 
« But how,” you ask, “ did the Pelagians get rid of its 
pressure ? Did they deny the fact ? Did they allege that 
infant baptism was not a divine institution ; was not an 
apostolic practice, but a mere human invention ? No, 
Sir :” youreply, « but Pelagius himself conceded, that he 
never heard of any, not even the most impious heretic, 
who denied baptism to infants,” And is this, Sir, your 
invincible proof ? Should you give it a trial, you would, 
I think, soon perceive its strength, ‘The Pelagians 
held, that «the sins of our first parents were imputed 
to them alone, and not to their posterity ; that we de- 
rive no corruption from their fall, but are born as pure 
and unspotted as Adam came out of the forming hand 
of his Creator.” The Arminians, Sir, of your denomi- 
nation, hold the same. What if you should press them 
with the argument of Augustin? Do you think they 
would give up infant baptism ? No, Sir, not one of them. 
_ They would assign other reasons for baptizing them, be- 
sides the washing away of ORIGINAL sin. And so did 
_ Pelagius, who insisted “that infant baptism was not a 
sign or seal of the remission of sins, but a mark of admis- 
sion to the kingdom of heaven, which was only open to 
the pure in heart :’* and such he considered infants to 
be. When you can convince your. Arminian brethren, 
oir, by the argument of Augustin, of the impropriety of 
their baptizing infants, and oblige them to give it up, or 
cease to deny original sin, we will then acknowledge that 
the Pelagian controversy affords some proof in favour of 
_. The dispute between Augustin and Pelagius was not 
about infant baptism, for they both appear to be alike 
tenacious of it; but concerning original sin. While the 
former contended that infants were to be baptized for 
the “ remissionvof sins,” the latter argued their right to 
that ordinance from the supposition that #Aey had none, — 
_ but were as pure ‘* as Adam was when he came out of 
the forming hand of his Creator.” After this fair and 
candid statement, I am willing the public should set 


* Mosh. vol, ii. p, 84. 
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down as much in favour of your argument from this tes. _ 
timony, as they may judge proper. 
I add one remark more upon the method of your stat. - 
ing this testimony. ' Let it be remembered,” say you, 
“this was only about three hundred years after the 
Apostles.” You then add, * It is now about three hun. 
dred years since the reformation from Popery under Lu- 
ther and Calvin.” This fully justifies a remark which | 
some time since made, that you manifest a disposition to 
crowd back the evidence of infant baptism as nigh the 
apostolic age as possible. 
_ By this management in dating, you gain nearly one 
hundred years. The fact is, it was but just three hun- 
dred years last June (1810) since Calvin was born. But 
you date the other from the death of St. John, the last of 
the Apostles, which was one hundred years after the 
Christian era. I see no reason why you should not date 
from the death of the former, as well as from that of the — 
«‘ But,” you ask, “¢ where is there a man of any knowl- 
edge, who does not know whether the fathers of the ref- 
ormation held, or not, to the baptism of infants?” __ 
And do you suppose, Sir, that we have the same ad- 
vantage to know whether the fathers of the three first 
centuries held to infant baptism, as we have to know the 
sentiments of Luther and Calvin? You certainly will not 
nd it. Nor can it be fairly argued, that even Av- 
gustin and Pelagius, and their contemporaries, had the 
same advantages to know the practice of the Christian 
church in the ages which preceded them, that we enjoy 
of knowing the sentiments and practice of the Reform- 
ers. From the lapse of time, it is extremely difficult to 
determine what they did know of Sie veeceding history — 
ofthe church. The art of printing, so necessary to the 
correct diffusion of general knowledge, was unknown at — 
that period. It also appears, that 2 multiplicity of rites — 
and ceremonies were from time to time, during the same 
period, imposed on the church. And I may add, that 
where infant baptism was first named, and where the 
above controversy originated (to say the least) was not 
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| * Calvin died May 27,1564. “Only 236 years since. 


mre 
* 
1 
4 
4 
a 
a 

4 
~ 

ay 
of 
is 
i 
” 
P 


_ries,after the commencement of the reformation by Lu- 


tory of Baptism,” (London edition, gto. A. D. 1790) I 


- same point of time, under leaders of different talents, and 


_ bigotted Fudaizer ! an abettor of Antichrist / an adherent 


thought proper so liberally to bestow upon me!” . 


tention, excepting the extraordinary style of your con- 
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the most enlightened quarter of the globe. But if «noth. 
ing directly” on the subject of infant baptism could be 
found in all the writings extant for the two first centu- 


ther and Calvin, I believe you would acknowledge that 
even now there might be some dispute whether it had 
been uniformly practised from them to the present time. 
This is precisely the case with regard to infant baptism 
in the first ages of the church. 
If, Sir, you will read with candour Robinson’s “ His- 


think you may find evidence much more satisfactory of 
the introduction of infant baptism in the third and fourth 
centuries than you will ever be able to find of its exist- 
ence in the apostolic age. I consider myself no more 
obliged to explain the manner of its introduction into 
the church, than you are to tell how it should happen, 
as Dr. Mosheim declares, that ‘ this sect (the Anabap- 
tists) started up all of a sudden, in several countries, at the 


different intentions, and at the very period when the first 
contests of the Reformers with the Roman pontifts drew 
the attention of the world” tothem.* If there had 
been none before, it would be impossible to account for 
this without a miracle. 

I see nothing more in this Letter which requires at- 


cluding paragraph. I cannot say, that this ‘ is in a 
manner peculiar to yourself ;” for you seem to have dropt 
the modest language of the pastor, and to have assumed 
the gasconading airs of chivalry. Pray, Sir, reflect a mo- 
ment upon the following ; “* Upon the ground of these 
evidences, therefore,” say you, “ J feel myself STRONG 3 
and can hear undismayed all the vehement declamations, 
censures, and anathemas of Antipzdobaptism. Yes, Sir; 
UNDISMAYED, and UNMOVED, I can hear myself called a 


of the Beast! a liar, and deceiver ! and all the opprobri- 
ous names which Mr. Merrill and his zealous partizans 
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On Hiding this paragraph, one hardly pin whether 
_ Most to applaud your uncommon /irmness, or to regret 
that your imagination is so haunted with apprehensions 
of Mr. Merrill, as not to be able to mention his name 
_ without discovering so much perturbation and resent. 
ment. But as this does not concern me, I —_ it to 

your own reflections. 


Iam, dear 
Respectfully your’s, 


| 


| 
| 


~ | | 
| | 
| | | | 
| | | 
| | | 


REV. AND DEAR ata, 


YOUR twenty-second ssihables comes in course to ue 
reviewed. The main object of this is, to prove that 
_ sprinkling rather than immersion, is the scriptural apos- — 
_ tolic mode of baptism. This you attempt, and seem as 
_ confidently to imagine that you have succeeded in prov- 
«Ng it, as any one article in your preceding Letters. I 
will not question your sincerity ; but I freely confess, Sir, 
Tam unable to comprehend the reasons by which you 
satisfy your conscience, in asserting a sentiment so direct- 
ly contrary to the plainest historical evidence. You must 
certainly know, that no one fact relating to the primitive 
Christian church is established with more clearness, than — 
that immersion was universally practised for twelve or 
thirteen centuries, excepting in particular cases. ‘And 
even in these cases, sprinkling was considered rather as a 
substitute, than as the thing itself. | 
_ This proof was amply exhibited in the book on which | 
have animadverted in the Letters before me. It was 
furnished from Pzedobaptist historians and divines ofthe 
highest respectability. Among the number were Euse- 
bits; Socrates, Mosheim, Cave, Luther, Calvin, and many 
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Dr. Wall’s testimony was produced as being unequivo- 
cally to the point. How it should happen, that you have 
forsaken him in this instance, when, in most cases, you 
seem to consult him as an oracle, is indeed unaccountable. 
Had you, like the greater part of the ancient writers on 
your side of the question, honestly confessed the truth, 
that immersion was the primitive mode, your reasons for 
practising sprinkling would have been heard with the 
atest attention and patience. Such a confession, it is 
believed, would have done honour both to your head and 
heart ; nor would it have injured your cause in the least. 
For I persuade myself, that after all your labour and 
_ pains to prove sprinkling to have been the apostolic mode, 
you have been obliged to rest its support on such slender, 
- circumstantial, and indirect evidence, as to weaken the 
credibility of its truth, with acandid mind. This proof, 
however, such as it is, I shall briefly notice presently. 
_ That I considered you to have conceded that immer- 
sion was practised in the days of Christ and his Apostles, 
is true. I know not that you meant it, but I still think 
your words imply it. Possibly, Sir, however, I may not 
understand the ‘logical difference between THE question 
and A question.” But whether I do or not, I freely own 
I do not perceive that it would essentially affect the infer- 
ence. By your statement it stands thus : THE question 
ly between us is not this, whether any were bap- 
uzed in the days of Christ and his Apostles by immer- 
sion,” &c. ‘Transposed it would stand thus, ¢ It is not a 
question properly between us, whether any were baptized,’ 
&c. Is it not fairly supposed, in both cases, that there 
Was no question but that some were baptized in the days 
of the Apostles by immersion ? But, Sir, the sentiment 
1s most indubitably contained in the latter or positive 
part of your question; which is, “ Whether immersion, 
or dipping, be the on/y valid mode of baptism?” Will 
you say, Sir, that it is not here fairly implied, that **im- 
_mersion, or dipping, is 2 valid mode of baptism ? To place 
then these+two members of your statement so nigh to 
_ each other, as to show their bearing upon the argument, 
_and they will stand thus, The question is not wheth-» 


er any were baptized im the days of the Apostles by im- 


| 


mersion,” but ‘¢ whether immersion be the on/y valid mode 
of baptism.” If this does not clearly imply that 1mmer- 
_ SION was practised in the days of the Apostles, the public 
_ will do you the justice, to deduct-frorfi my argument all 
the advantage which I gained by the supposition. But 
if it be fairly implied, to how little purpose is all your 
learned criticism upon the * logical difference between 4 
«¢ Another statement,” say you, “ which I had occasion 
to make, was as follows: ‘It is, however, a well-supported 
fact, that in the first ages of Christianity, and for twelve 
or fifteen hundred years afterwards, baptism by sprinkling, — 
or affusion was universally allowed to be scriptural and val- 
id.” Even those, who, in ordinary cases, baptized by im- 
mersion, did not deny but admitted the validity of bap- 
tism by sprinkling or affusion.” It appears to me, that _ 
to authorize the above statement, you must have had re- 
course to a different class of ecclesiastical writers from 
those which have come to my knowledge. Does not 
Eusebius, Cave, and Witsius furnish the most unequivo- 
cal proof to the contrary ?* The latter of these was in- _ 
deed referred to by me, rather than quoted, as the voi- 
ume happened at the time to be mislaid. But as it en- 
tirely refutes what you call ‘a well-supported fact,” I 
think proper to add it in this place. After saying, that — 
“‘ it is certain that both John and the disciples of Christ, 
ordinarily used DIPPING ; whose example was followed © 
by the ancient church ;” he adds, ‘ It cannot be deni- 
ed, but the native signification of the words Carew and — 
Camleew, is to plunge or dip.” In support of this sense 
he quoted Sa/masius, a French writer, of the sixteenth 
century, *‘ of uncommon abilities, and immense erudi- 
tion ;” who says, Barre, from which BamiZen, signifies 
immersion, NOT ASPERSION ;_ nor did the ancients baptize 
any but by dipping, either once or thrice : except clinicks, _ 
or persons confined to a sick bed, because these were bap- | 
tized in a manner they could bear ; not in an entire font, 
as they who put their heads under water, but their body 
was besprinkled all over. Cypr. 4. Epist. 7.” Thus,” — 
_eontinues he, “ when Novatus, in his sickness, received 
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baptism, he was but sprinkled all over. Euseb. 6. Hist. 
Cc. 43.” 
ie, After comparing this ¢estimony with your ‘ bare asser- 

tiong’? that © it is a well-supported fact, that baptism by 
sprinkling, or affusion, was universally allowed to be scrip- 
tural and valid,” during the first ages, the public will 
decide, whether you or the above-named gentlemen, 
have given a correct statement. Your remarks upon 
the “ many or few,” who, in ordinary cases, baptized by 
immersion, are too trifling to require a reply. | 
_ E proceed now, Sir, to consider your direct arguments 
in favour of sprinkling. You begin by observing, 1. 
«The Greek words baptize and baptismos, rendered bap- 
tize, and baptism, do not necessarily nor primarily signify 
immersion any more than affusion or sprinkling.” The 
contrary of this has been shewn in the most * clear and 
ample manner,” in my book on baptism (Part ii. Sect. 
4 & 5.) If any thing more could be thought necessary, 
in order to place the subject out of all dispute, with such 
as are willing to receive the truth, I would add the testi- 
_ mony of Doctor Campbell, alate learned Scotch writer. 
_ He observes, that ‘* in several modern languages we 
have, in what regards Jewish and Christian rites, gener- 
ally followed the usage of the old Latin version, though 
the authors of that version have not been entirely uni- 
_ form in their method. Some words they have transfer- 
red from the original into their language; others they 
have translated. But it would not always be easy to find 
their reason for making this difference. Thus the word 
mieitoun they have translated circumcisio, which exactly cor- 
responds in etymology, but the word Barrieus they have 
retained, changing only theletters from Greek to Roman. 
Yet the latter was just as susceptible into Latin as the for- 
mer. Immersio, tinctio, answers as exactly in the one case 
as circumcisio in the other.” ' He further adds, * We 
_ have deserted the Greek names where the Latins have 
deserted them. Hence we say circumcision, and not pe- 
_ vitomy ; and we do not say immersion but baptism. Yet 
when the language furnishes us with materials for a ver- 
sion so exact and analogical, such a version conveys the 
sense more perspicuously than a foreign name. For this 
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reason, I should think the word immersion (which though 


of Latin origin, is an English noun, regularly formed from 


_ the verb to immerse ) a better name than baptism, were we 


Mow at liberty to make a choice.”"* 


The testimony, Sir, of this respectable writer goes dj. 
rectly to prove one important point which the Baptists 
have long contended ; i. e. That the words baptize ang 
baptisma were never translated 5 but only anglicised, by — 
changing o in the first into ¢; and leaving out the a in 


the last. Had these words been translated, there would 
have been an end to the dispute; or rather, there never 


would have been any dispute about the mode of baptism, — 
_» The above extract from Dr. Campbell, I consider as _ 
full answer to all that the Rev. Mr. Sweat has written: — 
-and indeed to all that you have said, or can say upon dap, — 
baptize, and izo; and of their consequential meaning of | 


““ quetting, washing, or cleansing.” These may indeed be 
said to be the consequence of immersion, or dipping ; but 
_ they are-never the consequence of your mode of bapti- 
‘zing ; for you neither wet, wash, nor cleanse an infant, by 
sprinkling a drop or two of water in its face. As this 
plain statement is not intended as areflection upon your 
denomination, it is hoped it will not be taken as such. . 
_ You suppose that if it “ had been the intention of the 
Saviour to confine his followers to dipping or immersion, 
the proper word to express this ordinance would have 
been not daptizo, but dapio.” But would you not have 
raised the same objections against that, as against the one 
used ? Would you not have told us, that Nebuchadnez- 


zar’s body was not immersed, but only (dapto ) wet with — 


the dew of heaven ?. (Dan. iv. 33-) Is it not more ra- 
tional to suppose, that if the Saviour had intended sprink- 
ling as the mode of baptism, he would have used neither 
 bapte- nor baptize, but raino, or its derivative, rantizd, 
which uniformly signifies to sprinkle ? Had the Saviour, 
therefore, certainly intended that his followers should be 
sed, is there any word in the Greek language 
which would: have expressed it more unequivocally ? 
_. This, Sir, is the ground we take with those who deny 
fatureendiess punishment. They contend that 
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fn aio 1S sometimes used, when a limited. duration i is 
intended 5 but we argue (and I think justly) that there 
is no word in the Greek language more eee used 
to express infinite duration than asmvies.¥ 
You observe, 2. “ There is no evidence that any of © 
the baptisms, either by John the Baptist, or by the Apos- 
tles, were performed by immersion.” To get rid of the 
former, you have prefixed a note to this paragraph, in — 
which you say, “ that John’s baptism was not Christian 
baptism.” Pray, Sir, do be so good as to tell us what bap- — 
tism it-was? It seems you must have strangely forgotten, 
or else do not believe your own theory. Have you not 
contended, that the Jewish was the ‘ pre-Christian 
church ?” That this continued without cessation until 
the commencement of the ‘ post-Christian church.” 
And did John’s baptism belong to neither ? Was he 
who was the morning-star, the precursor of the Sun of 
Righteousness, an outcast from both ? Pause a moment, 
my dear Sir, and think where your theory will lead. you ! 
Your other remarks under this head have been so often 
answered, that I pass them unnoticed. 
circumstances,” ‘say you, attending she: 
baptisms recorded in the scripture, are strongly in favour 
_ of sprinkling, or affusion, mode in which they 
were performed.” N 
“In proof of this, you John as “the 
open country about Jordan as a place favourable by reason. 
of the plenty of water, (polla hudata, many little streams) 
for the multitudes with their beasts; but remote from if 
any accommodations for the changing their appareb; i 
thousands of the Jews, from Parts of were. 
baptized by John.” 
not because ‘they are new, and have never been answer- 
4 : — because they are calculated to mislead the mind. 
| $ watery station, you represent as being design- 
edly chosen, for the accommodation ‘of the socal ae 
their beasts with drink. A 


’ Should it be objected,that in Matt. sxvi, 
at. and in 1 Thess. iv. 17, is more definitive; we should still “70 
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sion! How came you, Sir, to know that they had any 
beasts with them? The scriptures do not inform ys 
whether they travelled in carriages, on horseback, or on 
foot. Is there not as much reason to suppose that when 
all the tribes went up to Jerusalem thrice a year to wor. 
ship, they took their beasts with them, as when they 
- ‘went out to hear the Baptist ? But, on these occasions, 


we hear nothing about any provision for supplying the ff 


multitudes and their beasts wih water. And yet wehave | 
every reason to suppose the collection of people was vast. 
ly greater. On the whole, Sir, this explanation is so for. 
eign from the scripture account, which mentions the wa. | 
ters of Jordan and Enon only with reference to baptism, 
without the most distant allusion to an accommodation 
of the multitudes and their beasts with drink, that I have 
long considered it as one of the most illogical, unnatural 
evasions that almost ever was practised to get rid of a 
But, Sir, you have suggested another very formidable 
obstacle to John’s administering the ordinance by immer- 
sion. ‘ They were,” say you, “ remote from any ac- 
commodations for changing their apparel.” You will 
‘permit me, Sir, again to refresh your memory ; for it 
seems you have forgotten that you told us in a note in 
your Discourses, and brought Dr. Wall and Vossius to 
prove it, that ‘ the ancient Christians, when they were 
baptized by immersion, were all baptized naked, whether 
_ they were men, women or children ?”* We must char- 
 itably suppose you believed this to be true, or you would — 
- not, for the sake of disparaging immersion, have inserted 
it in your book. But if true, it must forever silence all 
- objections on account of the want of a “ change of ap- 
But, Sir, had you been at Sedgwick, at the baptism 
in May, 1805, you might have seen the difficulty obvi- 
ated in a way perfectly compatible with decency. A num- 
ber of persons, of both sexes, who came to the water with- 
out previously determining to be baptized ; but feeling 
impelled by duty, to follow their Lord’s example, went 
_ forward in the ordinance, just as they were dressed to 
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attend meeting. And although they had no dry clothes 
with them to put on, I have never heard to this day, that 
any of them suffered the least inconveniency from it. 
-Your conjectures respecting the three thousand ; the 
household of Cornelius; the Jailer and his; that “the 
circumstances are clearly in favour of sprinkling or affusion,” 
cannot be admitted as proof. To be sure, we are not told 
particularly how they were baptized; but this we know, 
that whenever the act of baptizing has been described, 
it has been by going down into the water, and being baptiz- 
ed, and coming up out of it. Hence we rationally con- 
clude, when not described, it was performed in the same 
manner. You observe, 
4. The signification of baptism is clearly in favour 
of affusion or sprinkling.” ‘ Baptism,” say you, * as 
in my XVIth Letter I had occasion to shew, signifies 
the renewing of the heart by the Holy Ghost.” 
Really, Sir, I could never, by your statement or prac- 
_ tice, perceive that it signified any thing, ‘This has been 
_ sufficiently exposed in my reply to the above Letter. I 
therefore add only one remark here. You say.it  sig- 
nifies the renewing of the heart by the Holy Ghost.” 
Why then do you apply it to unbelievers as well as to 
believers ? Does it signify the same thing in both ? Were 
a certain badge appointed to distinguish a particular of- 
ficer, and were none allowed to wear it but those of the 
same rank, it would then be significant of that office: but 
_ if every inferior officer, and even privates were indis- 
- criminately to. wear it; in that case it would signify 
nothing. ‘The cases are parallel. We never read in the 
scriptures of baptism being applied to any but believers. 
Hence anciently it was considered as a badge of a disci- 
ple of Christ. Know you not, that 50 many of you as have | 
been baptized into Christ, have put on Christ ? Your ree 
marks on the figurative language of scripture, such as_ 
sprinkling, and pouring, as referring to the operations of 
the Spirit, I had anticipated and answered. (See Ap- 
pendix, page 325.) . 
 Youadd, 5.. ** The references to baptism in the dif- 
ferent parts of ietiaie are clearly in favour of sprink- 
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ling or affusion.” I do not understand the scriptures 
quoted by you, to refer to baptism ; but to somethin, 
more important. ‘The typical sprinkling, under the law, 
and the prophecies respecting the Messiah’s sprinkling — 
many nations, referred not to baptism, but to the sprink. _ 
ling of the blood of Jesus Christ. This is necessary as 
a previous qualification for baptism. Agreeably to the 
Apostle, Having your HEARTS SPRINKLED from an evil cone 
science, and your BODIES WASHED with pure water.* 
- ‘To what purpose do you quote the prophecy from — 
Ezekiel, Then will I sprinkle clean water upon you, and 
you shall be clean, &c.? Do you suppose that sprink. 
ling clean water upon the face of an infant makes it 
‘clean ? Does this cleanse from moral filthiness, and from 
idols? If baptism does not produce this effect, then it 
did not refer to baptism, but to something else. 
_ Again you tell us, that the diwers washings, or bap- 
tisms mentioned Heb. ix. 10. mean the sprinksings un- 
der the legal economy. By what authority you make 
‘this assertion, I know not. [f perceive nothing either in 
the text or context that warrants it ; nor do I believe that 
diaphorois baptismois, means divers sprinklings, but wash- 
ings by dipping the whole body. _ ie 
You next argue from 1 Cor. x. 2. «“ When passing 
_ through the sea, on dry land, the Israelites, we are assur- _ 
ed, were sprinkled with spray from the sea, and rain from — 
the cloud which covered them.” I am often surprised, 
Sir, at the assurance with which your conclusions are 
brought forward, without a scrap of evidence to support © 
‘them. Did you observe that the Apostle does not say 
they were baptized from the cloud, and from the sea, but 
iy them? But “ we are assured they were “sprinkled,” 
| say you. Moses gives no intimations of the waves dash- 
‘img 80 as to Cause a spray, but naturally leads us to con 
‘clude it was calm, and that the waters were a wall to them 
on the right hand and on the left. But your fancy respect- 
ing the cloud is still more singular. It was in the night 
season, probably about midnight, when the camp of Isra- 
el took up their march, At this moment, the pillar of 
the cloud went from before their face and stood behind 


* Heb, x. 22. 
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them. And it came between the camp of the Egyptians, and © 
the camp of Israel: and it was a cloud and darkness to the 


_ Egyptians, but it gave light by night to the people of Israel. 


The cloud was not over the host, as you represent, in or- 
der to support your argument, but dehindthem. Besides, 
it was the bright side, resembling a pillar of fre, that was 
towards the Israelites. The whole representation, as 
given by Moses, absolutely forbids the supposition, that 
a drop of water should distil from that cloud upon the 
people. The passage you have cited from the sixty-eighth 
Psalm, as proof that it rained from the pi//ar of fire,* re- 
fers decidedly to another event, as will appear by quot- 
ing the passage entire: ‘ ‘The earth shook, the heavens 
also dropped at the presence of God: even Sinai itself was 
moved at the presence of God, the God of Israel. ‘Thou, O 
God, didst send a plentiful rain, whereby thou didst con- 
firm thine inheritance when it .was weary.”+ By leay- — 
ing out that part of the text which I have put in italic, 
you have concealed from your readers the true meaning 


of the passage. ‘Is not this, Sir, getting along miser- 


ably ?” But should we even admit, what is not at all 


probable, that this p/enteous rain fell at the time of the 


passage through the Red Sea, is it not much more ratione 
al to suppose it fell upon the Egyptians, than on the He. 
brews, particularly as the dark side of the cloud was towards 
them? Fall where it might, was it after all only a sprink- 
ling? We should suppose a p/entecus rain poured down 


upon a people, would bear no very faint analogy to an 
- immersion. But, Sir, I freely acknowledge, that I do 


not believe that any water touched them, either from the 


_ cloud or from the sea, but that the language is used fig- 


uratively, as of Christ’s sufferings. Your application of 
the above passage furnishes 2 specimen of the singular fe- 
licity-you possess of adapting scripture to your purpose. 
You here lead us, by your supposition, to contemplate an 
immense army of more than half a million of men, women 
and children, in the dead of night, going down into the 
heart of the sea, in order to escape a pursuing foe. And 
while marching with tremulous steps along the dread way, 


_ between the stiffened -waves, it would seem, that this 
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directing cloud which before had their path, is 
all on a sudden turned to Egyptian darkness! “the earth — 
shook! the heavens also dropped at the presence of God!” 
Yea, more: He sent a PLENTIFUL RAIN fo confirm his ine 
heritance, when it was weary! Can it be thought that a 
plenteous rain, at such a time, and ander such circum. | 
‘stances, would have been considered as a confirming token 
of God’s love to his people? It is difficult to conceive 
of any thing that could neve — their situation 7 
more distressing. | 

You proceed to remark upon Christ’ $ sufferings, which 
are, called a baptism. In answer to which, I will only 
submit to your consideration Doctor Campbell’s transla. 

tion of the passage : ‘¢ I have an IMMERSION to under- 
go; and how am I pained till it be accomplished |”* 
If it requires a greater quantity of water to plunge a 
person in, than it does to sprinkle him, we should sup 
pose it would convey a much more forcible idea of his — 
sufferings to say, that he was p/unged in them, than to 
say» that he had a sprinkling of them. 

With regard to the “ wonderful effusion of the Spirit | 
on the day of Pentecost,” I see nothing which looks like — 
sprinkling. Christ, in directing his disciples to wait for — 
the promise of the Father, by which he meant the bap- 
tism of the Holy Ghost, referred them to John’s bap- 
tism, which was evidently an immersion. Indeed it has 
much more the appearance of this than of sprinkling. The 
mighty rushing wind from heaven, was as really a mY 
tation of the power of the Holy Ghost, as any thing else. — 
And this filled all the house where they were sitting. And 
THEY were all FILLED with the Holy Ghost. There » 
no more difficulty in conceiving of seit being immersed 
in this divine influence, tham of their being sprinkled 
with it. The language in either cmp must - — 
stood figuratively. 

I have now, Sir, considered the your. evi- 
dence} in favour of sprinkling ; but can see no solid 
To what purpose, we would ask, is all this circumstantial 
evidence produced, while, at the same time, you must 
certainly know, and it would be an imposition upon your 
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readers to attempt to conceal it, that immersion was uni- 
versally practised in the whole Christian church for more 
than twelve hundred years after the Apostles, excepting 
in cases where the person was thought unable to bear it. 
You also know that Dr. Wall, whom you so implicitly 
follow in other cases, endeavoured to restore this apos- 
tolic practice, as the most effectual way to still the com- 
plaints of the Antipzedobaptists. He also has told you, 
if you will believe him, how the change was made, from 
immersion to sprinkling. ‘ Calvin,” saith he, ‘ was, 
I think, ( as I said in my book) the first in the world 
that drew up a Form of Liturgy that prescribed pouring 
water on the infant, absolutely, without saying any thing . 
of dipping.”* This, Sir, is a fact that no Psdobaptist, 
‘to my knowledge, has ever presumed to controvert. We 
also know, and we suppose you know, Calvin’s reasons 
for making this change. Lest you should have forgot- 
ten them, I will refresh your memory by placing them 
‘before you. In his commentary:on Acts vill. 38. he 
remarks ; ‘* They went down into the water. Here wee 
see the rite vsed among the men of old time in baptisme : 
for they put all the bodie into the water; now the vse 


__ is this, that the minister doth only sprinkle the bodie or 


the head.” After several remarks upon the use of the ordi- 
nanee,he adds, * It is certain that-wee want nothing which 
maketh to the substance of baptisme. Wherefore the 
churche did graunt libertie to herselfe since the beginnine, 
to change the rites somewhat excepting this substance. For 
some dipped them thrise, some but once : wherefore there 
is No cause why wee should bee so strait laced in mat- 
_ters which are of no suche weight : so that that exter- 
all pompe doe no whit pollute the simple institution of 
Christe.” + 

Here, Sir, this, zealous reformer tells you what was the 
ancient mode of baptism, and on what ground it was 
changed. He had not the hardihood to pretend, that 
sprinkling was the ancient mode; but says, that * the 
church had granted liberty to herself, since the beginning, 
-to change the rites somewhat.” Was Calvin a blockhead ? 


Wall's Defence, p.146.- Joe. Lond. ed. 2585. 
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| 
Did he assert a falsehood, which went to impeach his own 
practice ? Or are you, Sir, labouring to defend what the 
‘universal language of history declares to be untrue? 
_ Dr. Wall further says, «“ It was his admirers in Eng- 
land, who, in Queen Elizabeth’s time, brought pour ing in- 
to ordinary use, which before was only used to weak chil. 
dren. But the succeeding Presbyterians in England, about 
the year 1644, went FARTHER YET from the ANCIENT 
way, and, instead of pouring, brought into use in many pla- 


ces sprinkling.’”* Can you read these remarks from Cal- | 


vin and Dr. Wall, and compare them with your argu. 
ments against immersion, and not feel your cheek warm ? 
The concessions produced in this Letter from Calvin, 
Witsius, Salmasius, and Wall, in favour of immersion, 
must, to an unprejudiced mind, ‘ form an argument of 
‘tenfold greater weight,” than any thing which has ever 
yet been brought in favour of sprinkling. Your charges 
against us for using scripture phrases, which you call * du- 
bious,” such as * into, and out of the water, and buried 
with bim in baptism, on which, for a sectarian charm,” you 
tell us, ** such perpetual changes are rung,” we leave to 
your own reflections. 


espectfully your's, | 


REV. AND DEAR SIR, 


_- | HAVE just finished perusing your XXIII* Let- 
ter; and am sorry to say, that I perceive more of an 
acrimonious spirit in it than in most of the precedin 
notwithstanding the seeming candour with which tt 
commenced. Your principal object in this, is to sup- 


. port the charges you brought against the Baptists in your 
“wo Discourses, and to explain away the force of my © 
| 


remarks uponthem. 

- Though nothing,” say you, “ was further from my 

heart, than a design to calumniate the Antipedobaptists 5 
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yet I thought it my duty to give, in my Discourses, a 
faithful representation of some of their errors and irreg- 
ularities.” If you had no design to calumniate, it must 
be admitted, that you possess a very singular, faculty of 
doing a thing effectually without “ designing” it.* 
You next complain of me, that I have publicly de- 
nounced your “ serious representations, as bitter ‘ invec- 
tives,’ and the effusions of a persecuting spirit.” I am 
totally at a loss to conceive how you can justify this state- 
ment to your own conscience. I do not recollect to have 
used the word ‘ invective’ throughout the whole section | 
on which your animadversions m this Letter are found- 
ed. And yet, Sir, you have brought it forward, as though 
I had used it in application to every article of charge. 
After stating what I noticed as a ‘second charge,’ you 
remark ; *¢ This very serious representation, is what you 
are pleased to call my second “invective.” No, Sir, I 
did not use the term invective. I called it ‘another charge,’ 
and nothing more. You have continued the same meth- 
od in almost every article. Such as my “ third invective,” 
my ‘ fourth invective,” &c. With regard to my com- 
plaining of a “ persecuting spirit,” I shall have occasion 
‘to notice in another place. BA | 
You proceed to state and vindicate the several articles _ 
of charge which you brought against us in your Discours- 
es, and of which I complained ; but have cautiously kept 
out of sight my arguments by which I repelled them. 
Your attempts to vindicate these charges shall now be 
attended to and answered. | 
1. Your arguments to prove, that the Baptists deny 
“‘ God’s everlasting covenant of superabounding grace ;” 
‘‘ The church of God formed in Abraham’s family,” &c. 
are as unfounded in my view, as though you had asserted, 


_ * We have a fair specimen of this in your Note, (p. 69 of your Disc.) 
in which you were pleased to say, ‘* It has been a very common thi 
with the Antipzdobaptists to speak very disrespectfully of learning a 
Tearned men. But of lute, one can hardly mect with an Antipadobaptist, 
who is not prepared to talk so fluently and 60 LEARNEDLY of the meaning 
{7 and Latin words, as almost to AMAZE ONF.” Had you, Sir, any 

gn in all this? Your ungenerous remarks upon the State of Rhode- 
Island, in the Letter before me, seem to be made in the same spirit 3 but 
as you inform us “ without any intention toreproach.” | 
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that we denied, that the Jewish commonwealth had any 
legal constitution, because they had none similar to that 
of the United States. We have told you before, and 
Tepeat it again, that we acknowledge both in the sense 
which the writers of the New Testament acknowledge 
them ; but do not, and cannot subscribe to your deduc. 
‘tions from that covenant. You refer your readers to the 
‘third section of my Appendix for proof, that we « deny 
the church of God formed in Abraham’s family.” ] _ 
most heartily wish they may read it, and read it with 


candour and seriousness. I have no apprehension, Sir, 


‘that a ‘serious man, and a friend to the ancient Zion of 
‘the Holy One of Israel,” would have “ his feelings shock. 
ed,” or “his heart distressed,” unless his partialities to 


‘the Jewish church had blinded him to the superior glory 
and beauty of the gospel church.* 


‘What I numbered as your fourth charge against ws, 
stands in’ the following -words: ‘The grand provision, 


‘which, in his infinite wisdom and grace, Jehovah has 


been pleased to make, for the preservation of a righteous 
seed upon the earth—————they not only deny, but open- 
ly contemn.” As I considered this totally unfounded, I 
attempted no other reply, than an ‘ appeal to facts and 


“to the feelings of our fellow men,’ with whom we were 
‘conversant. ‘ But what is all this, Sir, to the purpose?” 


“you reply. Do you not after all utterly deny, and openly 
-contemn, that provision, which, in his infinite wisdom and 
“grace, Jehovah has been pleased to make (by connecting 


|. children ‘with their parents in his everlasting covenant, ) for 


‘the preservation of a righteous seed upon the earth ?” 
‘We do not deny, Sir, that «« God has made provision 


for the preservation of a righteous seed upon the earth,” 


.and for the “ maintenance of his cause from age toage}” 
but we deny the correctness of your statement, that this 
provision is corifined to the seed of believers. If this 


“pgracious. provision embraces only the seed of believers, 


‘then ‘no others-will ever be converted or saved ! No 


“one will be so.absurd as to suppose, that God will ever 
‘save any, for whose salvation .he has not provided. 
*Hence:too, all:attempts to spread the gospel among 
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obliged to acknowledge in another place, that God, in 
_ his sovereign pleasure, often leaves the children of believ- 


secure the salvation of the seed of believers, certainly and 


olate than the children of the married wife, saith the Lord.* 
at from you, and jute yourselves unworthy of everlasting life, 
ed us, saying, I have set thee to be a light of the Gentiles, 
or special sense, but to the ends of the earth. St. Paul 


been named, lest he should build upon another man’s foundation. 


- almost astonished while I examine them. «Is it not a 
_ fact,” you ask, too plain to be contested, that since the 
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heathens would be useless and unavailing, as they are 
not the seed of believers. After all, Sir, you have been 


ers, and calls others whose parents were never made 
subjects of renewing grace. If this provision does not 


generally, what does it do? Would you dare, in view of 
this ** gracious provision,” to assert, that a single child of 
a believer that is now in unbelief will ever infallibly be 
saved ? I think, Sir, you would hesitate. If so ; and it 
is certain that God often does take others who are not 
the seed of believers; then it amounts to this, and no 
more, that he Aas mercy on whom he will have mercy, and 
whom he will he permits to harden themselves in sin to. _— 
Your predilection for your favourite plan appears, Sir, 
to have carried you quite aside from the Bible account. 
The prophet Isaiah, in view of the conversion of thé 
Gentiles, declared, that more are the children of the des- 


When theJews contradicted and blasphemed, then Pauland 
Barnabas waxed bold, and said, It was necessary that the word 
of God should first have been spoken to you: but seeing ye put 


Gentiles : for so hath the Lord command- 


lo, we turn tot 


that thou shouldest be for salvation to the ends of the earth.” + 
Not to the seed of believers only, or in any exclusive 


was so far from thinking that converts were principally 
to be made from among the children of professors, that 
he nobly strived to preach the gospel where Christ had nat 


_ Your statements, Sir, are so extraordinary, that I am 


Gentiles first became fellow-heirs, and of the same body, 
and partakers of his promise in Christ by the gospel ;— — 
piety and all the blessings of the covenant have been TRANS- 


Chap. liv, 1. Acts xiii. 46, 
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MITTED from parents tc children, from generation to getie 
eration ; and that in this way, principally, the cause and 
church of God have been maintained and perpetuated >” 
According to this, children inherit and hold their « piety 
and all the blessing of the covenant,” by the same tenure 
which they hold their lands. I confess, Sir, I never | 
knew until now, that piety was transmissible. Alas! to 
what lengths you seem determined to go, rather than 
give up a favourite point! 
You proceed to say, * It is, I believe, a generally ac. 


_ knowledged fact, that by far the etter part of the mem- 


bers of your churches are persons who'had Pzdobaptist. 
parents, and were baptized in their infancy.” If this be 
a ‘ fact,” it is one which I never heard named before, | 
« By far the better part of the members of your church- 
es,” say you, ‘“ had Pzdobaptist parents, and were bap> _ 


_ tzed in their infancy.” I believe I may say with equal 


modesty, that we have many members in our churches _ 
who neither descended from Pzdobaptist parents, nor - 
were baptized in infancy, who would do honour to any 
‘Church ; yea, such as would have done honour to the 
apostolic church ; and if those who have been sprinkled in 
infancy are “ far better,” we have much reason to con- 
'_Bpratulate ourselves. I acknowledge, Sir, this confident 
boasting may appear foolish ; but must say with the Apos- 
tle, you have in a sense compelled me.* 
I am sorry, Sir, to have occasion to notice in this same 
paragraph another ungenerous, unfounded insinuation. 
You are pleased to suggest (and you have often done it) 
that these “ better” members who had been baptized in 
infancy, ** have, by some means, been prevailed on un- — 
gratefully to disavow that very covenant, and to.contemn © 
the gracious provision made in it for their children.” I_ 
must here, Sir, be permitted to enter my solemn protest — 
inst such unchristian insinuations. It would, I am — 
spersuaded, ‘be an unedifying subject to attempt to prove, — 
‘which party makes the greatest exertions to proselyte 5 
but I have no apprehension, that the Baptists would — 
suffer by the comparison. We know the conduct of © 
‘your denomination in this respect, probably as well as you | 
know our’s. | 


4 Cor, xi. & xii. 11. 
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‘In proof of the foregoing positions, you add, * God 
will be faithful to his covenant, and bless his own insti- 
tutions, notwithstanding the contempt with which they 
are treated.” Really, Sir, you seem to have come quite 
about : [ should suppose you to be almost as much of aPre- 
destinarian as Iam. Have you forgotten the length to 
which you carried your argument in your XI Xth Letter ; 
that even the whole plan of redemption would have 
been frustrated, if Abraham had been disobedient to the 
divine command? and that the Messiah, in that case, 

would not have come into the world; nor the nations 
~ been blessed in him.* It is always pleasant, Sir, to see — 
a man consistent with himself. But you proceed to add, 
“¢ it is in the neighbourhood of Pzdobaptist churches 
that your churches flourish.” This is partly true; for 
we have few any where else. And you may be assured, 
Sir, that all your kind offices in designedly assisting to 
build up our churches, are duly appreciated. ‘ You 
are built up,” you continue, “ with proselytes from the 
Pedobaptist faith, and your est members are gained over 
from Pzdobaptist connexions.” Few of our members, 
comparatively, were ever professors until they made their 
engagements with us. But we have no doubt but those 
-who do come from your churches are generally some of 
the most pious and conscientious of your members, whether 
they are our best or not. You add, “ and I can candidly 
declare it as my serious belief, that without Pzedobaptists . 
you could not subsist.” Do you remember, Sir, in the 
course of your reading, to have seen an account of Ro- 
GER WILLIAMS ?——The remainder is left :o your own 
reflections. | 
_ In order to prove that our “ churches would decay, 
and eventually become extinct,” if it were not for the . 
Pedobaptists.; and that we have no right to expect that 
the gospel will be attended with much success where the 
sacred dedication of children is neglected,”}+ you bring 
forward Rhode-Island as an example. ef 


* Vid a 
_¥ The Author of the Letters connects with “ sacred dedication,” boly 
nurture; but he has no right to say, nor is it true, that the Baptists 


neglect this duty to their children. 
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It is, I confess, with extreme reluctance, that I enter 
upon this unpleasant subject ; but I could not justify my- 
self to that injured State, nor to the public, were I to 
pass it over in silence. Iam apprehensive, Sir, that nei. 

ther your declaration, that your ‘ queries” were made 
*¢ without any intention to reproach,” nor your throw. 
ing yourself frankly upon the candour of all concerned,” 
after making your invidious remarks, will be sufficient to 
screen you from that censure, which such an unprovoked 
attack upon public reputation demands. My limits for. 
bid my going into an elaborate examination of the sub- 
You commence your philippic by asking, « Was not 
the State of Rhode-Island originally settled on Antipz. 
dobaptist principles ?’” We answer, The first settlers were 
undoubtedly Baptists ; some of whom had been banished 
from this then Colony, on account of their religious opin- 
ions, and forbid to return, on pain of death! | 
Alas! Sir, what had become of WitL1Ams, if Myan- 
tinomo and Canonicus* had treated him with as little com- 
passion as his erring brethren had done ? Pie 
_ Again you ask, ** Have not those principles there — 
been left to their free and uncontrolled operation and [| 
influence ?” We answer, They have; but no more s0, 
than all other religious opinions: for it must be acknowl- 
edged to the everlasting honour of Rhode-dsland, that 
no person has ever been imprisoned or persecuted in that — 
State on account of his religious opinions. Agreeably — 
to the sentiments of its original founder, religious liberty _ 
has there been enjoyed in its fullest extent. From this 
circumstance alone, it was easy to have foreseen, that dis-— 
senters of different sects would resort there for asylum. — 
The laws of that State protect every man who demeans — 
himself quietly, whether he has religion or not. And 
although the Baptists may. be the largest denomination, 
it is not certain to my mind, that they are larger than 
all others. But even if they were, as Christians they 
claim no jurisdiction beyond.the limits of their particular — 
churches, 
Having noticed your premises, we proceed to examine — 
your conclusion. ‘If then,” say you, “ the principles © 


* Two Sachems, 
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of Antipsdobaptism were true and scriptural ; might we 
not look to Rhode-Ifland for a more general prevalence 
of divine knowledge, a more general and sacred obser- 
vance of divine institutions, more pure and flourishing 
churches, and more of the spirit of primitive Christianity, 
than is to be expected in almost any other part of the 
globe ?” Is this, Sir, a candid statement ? Are these in- 
ferences just ? If so, they will apply to others besides 
the Baptists. Do not the Congregationalists also enjoy 


the ‘ free and uncontrolled exercise of their religious 
principles.” It cannot be denied. Why may you not 


then expect the same things from them in proof of your 
sentiments, which you require of the Baptists? I have 
seen, however, no evidence as yet, that the Baptists of 


Rhode-Island do not as conscientiously observe the di- 


vine institutions, (as they understand them,) as any other 


Christians. And I believe their churches are as pure in 
doctrine and discipline as many others which, by means of 


worldly power, appear flourishing. | 
You proceed to ask, ** But what is the actual result of 
this experiment ?” ‘* Alas !” you exclaim, let the for- 
saken; decayed houses of God, let the profaned, and 
unacknowledged day of the Lord,—let the unread, and 
even exiled oracles of divine truth, 
and despised ordinances of religion,———let the dear chil- 
dren and youth, growing up in the most deplorable ig- 
norance of God, his word, his sacred institutions, let 
_ the few friends of Zion, weeping in secret places, over her 
desert, her affecting and wide-spread desert around them, 
——let the deeply-impressed missionaries, who, in obe- 
dience to the most urgent calls, have been sent by Pzdo- 


baptist societies into different parts of the Statc———be’ 


allowed to testify! Jf there be religion there, is it not al- 
most wholly confined to those places in which Padobap- 
tist churches are established, and a Pedcbaptist influence 
has effect Witness the late revivals!” __ 

I have thought proper, Sir, to present your very af- 
fecting picture entire: and had I no acquaintance with 
the State of Rhode-Island, or no more than I imagine 
the writer of the above paragraph has, I might possibly 
believe the representation to be just. But hon what | 
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know, I am obliged to consider it as a very incorrect, 
injudicious statement, calculated to produce an opinion 
highly injurious to the respectability of the State, as wel] 
as to the Baptists. | 


You first call to “ the forsaken decayed houses of God” _ 


to testify. I have no doubt but some of your readers 
have been led from your representation to conclude, that 
the Baptists had not a respectable meeting-house in the 
‘State. If they ever had any such, that they were now 
“ forsaken, and falling into decay.” Whereas, it is a fact, 
that they have many decent houses where the worship 
of God is regularly attended ; and we may add, they 
have one, at least, which surpasses in size ahd elegance 
almost any in the New-England States. | 
_ A part of this small State is thinly settled, owing 
chiefly to its natural roughness, and to the sterility of the 
soil. Here I should imagine, those houses are to be seen, 
which some traveller passing along happened to espy, 
and furnished the outlines for your picture. However 
this may be, there can be no manner of doubt, were the 
Baptists in every town where they have a decided majori- 
ty, to tax all the Padobaptists, to help them build and re- 
pair their houses for public worship, they might soon 
ent a more respectable appearance. You add, 

«¢ Let the profaned, unacknowledged day of the Lord” 
testify. ‘There is no dispute, but there are numbers in 
the State, who esteem every day alike. A considerable 
portion of the people are of the denomination called 
Friends. As to any personal knowledge, I can only say, 
I have spent two Lord’s days in different towns in the 
State, and can sincerely declare, I never witnessed more 
order and decorum in any places wherever I attend- 

ed public worship. Three services were attended each — 
day, and I do not recollect to have observed (in going or 
returning) either work or diversion. 
_ Should it be said, that in some parts of the State it 1s 

very different; that there are neither meeting-houses 
nor public worship: let it be granted. And do you 
suppose this is because the people are Baptists ? No, Si; 
it is because they are not. ‘They may indeed think more 
favourably of that denomination, than of any other ; but 
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if they were real Baptists, they would not neglect the ase 
sembling themselves together as the manner of some is. You 
- eannot be insensible, Sir, that we are constantly accused 
by your denomination, of spending too much time in 
- going to meeting. Our week-day lectures and evening 
meetings, are quite proverbial. | 

- But, Sir, were a serious Baptist from Rhode-Island 
to visit the metropolis of Massachusetts, ‘* the head-quar- 
ters of good principles,” would he not be led, from 
your observations, to suppose that no person would be 
seen in the streets on Lord’s day, unless going or res 
turning from church or meeting ? But while he could 
scarcely credit his senses, would he not be ready to ask, 
What meaneth this prancing of the horses, and this rattling of 
the carriage-wheels in mine ears? And should he be in- 
formed, that more horses and carriages of every kind were 
let to visiting and other parties of pleasure on that day 
than on any other in the week, what would be his aston- 
_ ishment ? What would he think of the “influence of 
Pzdobaptist principles ?” would he not suppose there 
were some besides the ancient Pharisees who could strain 
at a gnat and swallow a camel ? | 

The unread and even exiled oracles of truth,” are 

next invoked to bear their testimony against the Baptists 
of Rhode-Island. By this description one would sup- 
pose, that they had treated the Bible much as the foun- 
der of their State had formerly been treated. But I 

resume, after all, comparatively few families could be 
ound in that State which have not a Bible. That this 
precious book is too much meglected every where, no — 
one will deny. | 

“ Let the neglected and despised ordinances of relig- 

ion” speak. ‘That the ordinances as they were first de- 
hivered to the saints, are too much neglected, and too often 
despised and ridiculed by unthinking wicked men, is la- 
mentably true. But, Sir, did you ever know the Baptists 
of Rhode-Island, to carry their opposition so far, as while 
one of your ministers was engaged in administering the 
solemn ordinance of baptism, they should even dare in 
derision to baptize a doy ?* Or did you ever know them 
Pe ay an account of a baptism in the county of Middlesex. Bachus's 
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andidischarge 
a Dumber. of cannon, with other indeécent. expressions 
derision, and contempt It is. truly painful to be-calied 
in this way. to repel 
dean. children and ‘youth gro growing up in tn 
ae ‘most deplorable ignorance of God, his Ww his sacred 
La institutions,’ 7 are next called as witnesses against the Bap- 
Lo this Ewill only:say, sofar as they neglect their 
‘children, they deserve the reproof, ‘and Tsinicerely hope 
they may profit-by it. But it seems rather uncandid to 
» ‘iamge;all-the ignorance in the State, of all denomina- 
even of the Nethingarians (08 Dr. Morse calls 
able number of the to hes account, 
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who, in obe- 


-dience to the most urgent calls, have. been sent by Pe- 

dobaptist’ societies—be “allowed to “testify”; It is nat- 
ural here to ask, From whom did’ your societies receive 
these “ urgent calls ?” We.should presume not from the 
Baptists for they: are ‘said not tobe very partial to your 
preachers.“ And that’ your denomination should be in 
‘deplorable circumstances, is hardly to. be accounted 
for.’ “We'are happy, however, to learn, that your mis-~- 
sionaries were permitted'to preach, when-and where'they 
pleased, without molestation or injury, and to-return in 
safety again to their families. How’ very different; 
is this treatment from that experienced by Messrs. Clark 
ind “Holmes, when making a visit to some of their beeth~ 
ren in this State, who, while engaged in preachingy were 
and poor Holinesizommitted to prison 5; and not 


arrested, 


I forbear. 
You close description by If there he 
_ religion there,.is:it not almost wholly confined to those 
places where Predobaptist churches are established, and 
finflaence has effect ?” It: would seem by 
this, as-though a “ Psdobaptist influence” is as necessary 
te the existence of religion, as the divine influences of 
the Spirits Alas Sir,. is ic not to be feared, that‘there 
is much thet’ passes under the name of religion, which has 
better for. its support than this kind of influence ?, 


2 
revivals?’ which you call to witness,” 
give preponderating evidence in favour of the 
Baptists: the recollection ofthe past errors-of your 
a denomiuation.i in. persecuting the Baptists should be pain- 
place the: blame wholly to your OWE 
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count, in having obliged us, in se/f-defence, to bring them 
again to public view. 
Having finished your note upon Rhode-Island, you 
again resume your subject; but your feelings appear to 
be wrought up to a tone more suited to declamation 
than argument. Hence, in a most impassioned address, 
you ask, * Shall children, then, and young persons, be 
taught and persuaded, to despise the holy covenant and 
ordinance of the living God ?” &c. In this short 
graph, you repeat the words ‘ ¢aught and persuaded” no 
less than four times over ; and then, as if these were not 
sufficiently emphatical, you ask, * shall children thus 
given up, be seductively torn away from those churches 


‘which witnessed the solemn vows made for them, and 


bore a part in the tender and holy solemnities ?” 
It is hardly possible, Sir, to conceive of a representa- 
tion more distant from the truth, and consequently of 


' one more injurious to the characters of those whom it is 


Gesigned to criminate. Is it consistent with the char-— 
acter of an upright Christian, or even of a gentleman, to 
continue, without proof, an insinuation against an oppo- 
nent, which he has been challenged, in the most solemn 
manner, to prove ?* And offer no other reason for its 
continuance only that he * verily believes it true?’ How 
long must we be thus slanderously charged with “ per- 
suading” and ‘ seductively tearing away” from your 
churches the children whom you have baptized in their 
infancy, without their knowledge or consent, merely 
becauce they conscientiously dissent from you ? - No, Sir, 
be assured, we neither persuade nor-seduce them ; they 


come to us as volunteers. And we know, and we believe 


that you know, that many more would come if they 
were not wsrcasonably hindered. We therefore again call 
upon you or any, or all your brethren, to furnish proof 
of a single instance, where a man, woman or child have 
been baptized by any minister of our associated church- 
es, but by their choice and consent. And for every such 
anstance we pledge ourselves to bring two for one, where 
persons, after having voluntarily offered themselves t0 
join with us, have been not only persuaded, but abso- 
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lutely hindered from coming.—* And shall all this” cruel 
opposition, at once so inconsistent with the rights of con- 
science, and with that voluntary service which God re- | 
quires, ‘* be done under the imposing pretence of doing 
God service?” | 
- You proceed next to what I considered as your ¢ sth 
charge against the Baptists.’ They deny,” say you, 
‘«‘and contemn the grace so kindly offered for the spir- 
itual renovation, and everlasting ‘salvation, of the seed of 
the church.” JI shall here notice but one thing in your) 
defence of this article. After attempting to show the 
_ advantages. which your children have over the children 
_of the Baptists, you commence your fourth paragraph as 
follows : “ Yes, Sir, we of the Paedobaptist faith, if true 
and faithful, indeed may present our supplications for our 
_ children, upon a different footing from what the Baptists 
I consider this sentiment both incorrect and dangerous. 
Incorrect, because the gospel appears not to warrant such 
a distinction, but to support exactly the contrary. Dan- 
gerous, because calculated to lead baptized children to 
think more highly of themselves than they ought to 
think. If blessings are to be pleaded for our children 
on the ground of God’s promise to us as believers, then 
the Baptists have the same ground to plead for their 
children as others have: for p ne aaron it will not be de- 
nied that they are believers, and that their children are 
the seed of believers. If this be not the * footing” on 
which you would found a plea in behalf of your chil- 
dren, then it must be, we conceive, because they have 
_ been dedicated by baptism: in this case, a Pzedobaptist 
believer would have no more right to plead for his child, © 
if it were going out of the world unbaptized, than a Bap- 
tist would for his, 
_ The following scriptures show the sentiment to be in- 
correct, Think not to say within yourselves, we have 


Abraham to our father.” ‘ And now also the ax is laid 


to the root of the trees; and VERY tree, (whatever stock 
it might sprin g from,) which bringeth not forth get fre 
1s hewn down and cast into the fire.” + He that believeth 
and is baptized, shall be saved ; and he that believeth — 
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not, shalt be damned.” « We have before proved both 
Jews and Gentiles, that they are a// under sin.” 6 God 
now commandeth a// men every where to repent.” _ 

Is there not danger, Sir, of flattering the vanity, and 
strengthening the prejudices of your children, by leading 
them to imagine that they are a great deal better than 
their Baptist neighbours, although their lives may be 
equally as irreligious and vain?* It is matter of grateful 
adoration to every true believer, that ‘ i is not by works 
of righteousness which he has done, or which his parents 
did tor him, but according to bis mercy he saveth us, by the 
washing of regeneration and renewing of the Holy Ghost.” 

_ In this connexion you ask, in a note, “ Are you wil- 
ling, Sir, to leave yourself in this way ?” that is, to the 
_ “uncovenanted mercy of God.” I consider every be. 
_ Hever to be interested in the blessings of the new cov. 
nant ; but I know of no covenant engagements between 
God and unbelievers. We do not feel condemned, for 
not practising as a duty, what we do not find to be com- 
manded ; nor can we distrust the infinite wisdom and 
ness of God, in withholding the blessings we ask, 
merely because he is not bound by promise. ‘This appears 
to be the sum of your argument from infant baptism. 

6. The great body of God’s visible professing peo- | 
ple, even the most enlightened and the most faithful, for 
hundreds of years, they utterly set aside, as constituting 
RO part of the true church of Christ, but only a part of 
- This paragraph I considered as totally unfounded. It 
‘was alleged that ‘if any thing could be produced from 
the writings of an individual which might seem to bear 
hard upon the visibility of the Pzdobaptist churches, 
this alone would not prove it to be the general sentiment — 
of the denomination.’ In support of the correctness of 
this statement, I appealed to the ‘ writings of the Baptists 
from time immemorial.’ I thought proper further to de- 
_. ® Ihave been credibly informed, that the pastor of a Paedobaptist 
church on Deer-Isle, lately, when catechising the children of his parish, 
be the condition of unhbaptized if their final destisvy depended 


on the decisions of such a bigoted judge. 
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clare; that ‘as far as I had been able to understand the 
sentiments of our denomination, both in Europe and 
America, they had never denied, that Pedobaptists were 
visible Christians; that a number of them united together, 
might be considered as a visible church, and that a min- 
ister regularly placed over them might be a visible min- 
_ ister of Christ.” ‘Fo this you reply, “ Probably, Sir, no 
declaration in your whole book has more surprised and 
astonished your readers, both Pedobaptists and Antipx- 
dobaptists, than this.” I can assure you, Sir, I have never 
heard of the least alarm excited among the Baptists in 
- eonsequence of it; nor can I see why it should be a sub- 

ject of astonishment to Pedobaptists. The sentiment I 
still believe to be correct, and am under no apprehensions 
of having committed myself. I stated explicitly, how 
far I considered their visibility to be defective. That 
we maintain that Pzdobaptists constitute “no part of 
the church of Christ, but only a part of Antichrist,” you 
_ persist in saying, * I do seriously believe.” You further 
add, * I should no more think of being called upon to pro- 
duce proof of this, than of their (the Baptists) holding to 
close communion.” In order to shew, that it is a matter of 
public notoriety, you proceed to ask the moderate number 
_ of twenty questions, which you sum up as follows, « Do 
you not, in fine, openly and before the world, call us 
© Fudaizers, and a part of “Antichrist ?” But can you 
do this, and yet acknowledge us to be churches of Christ ?” 
The first of these expressions, you profess to have quoted 
from my book, with what degree of fairness will be seen 
by recurring to the passage, which is as follows ; * Wheth- 
er such an attempt’ (to blend the Jewish and Christian 
churches together) ‘does not resemble the conduct of 
those judaizing teachers, whom St. Paul, in his epistles, 
&c. so severely reprehended, ought to be seriously con- 
sidered. ‘lo some it has this aspect.’ This, Sir, is your 
proof from my book, that I have unchurched all your 
churches, and turned them over to Antichrist ! 

_ With regard to the latter, as I have no where called 
your churches “ a part of Antichrist,” nor attempted to 
vindicate this idea in any that have, I refer it to you, Sir, 
whether it is generous to reproach me with it. 
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.. Your questions do not appear to me so confounding, 
‘as Limagine you thought they would. I should esteem 
it an easy task to answer them all, did I not deem it a 
waste of time to do it. I will, however, briefly notice a 


. “Do you not—utterly separate yourselves from our 
sacred communion ?” And what if wedo? Did not the 
Protestant Dissenters treat the church of England in 
the same manner? But did they mean by this to say, 
that the «¢ most enlightened and most faithful” among 
them made no part of the church of Christ, but only a 
of Antichrist ? If it be not lawful to separate from 
a visible church until we are certain that the best of them 
make no part of the church of Christ, I think we shall 
find it difficult to justify a single separation, from the days 
of the Apostles to the present'time. Do you not hold 
yourselves at liberty indiscriminately to enter our incle- 
sures and SBIZE upon our labour,—upon things made ready 
to your hands,” &c. One would be ready to suppose 
by this, that the Baptists were a kind of religious ban- 
‘dittis who, by force and violence, carried off yourmem- _ 
bers. But you may be assured, Sir, we neither “seize 
your labours,” nor profit bythem, butin compliance _ 
with the wishes of those on whom you have bestowed 
them. You further ask, “ When any of our members 
are by any means prevailed on to go over to you, do you 
not immediately,receive them without any respect to their 
covenant engagements, to their church standing, or to 
the feelings, or privileges, either of their ministers or 
their brethren ?” I believe, Sir, some of our brethren 
treat the matter much in this way ; and they do it upon 
this principle, that it is utterly unavailing to ask your 
churches.to dismiss them, as they have almost univer- 
sally retused it. But, Sir, do not your churches do the 
same ¢ Whenever a member has gone over to you from 
us, have you treated the subject with any more delicacy ’ 
I leave the answer to your own conscience. Had your 
churches acted the friendly part, and dismissed such 
members as conscientiously dissented from them, it would 
have altered our procedure towardsyou. 
_ With regard to myself, I can, with much pleasure, a- 
sure you, that it has been my uniform practice from the 
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commencement of my ministry, to treat the subject en- | 


tirely different from your representation. Many of my 


brethren agree with me in sentiment and practice on this 


point. 
Antichrist, you proceed to ask, “ Was there a church of 


Christ at Sedgwick before the late revolution in that 
place ?” It gives me pleasure, Sir, to answer you. I pre- 


sume that few if any of the Baptists will deny, that there — 
_ had been a Pedobaptist church in that place, which had 
solemnly covenanted to take the Aoly scriptures as their 


only rule of faith and practice.* Insearching these scrip- 
tures, and in hearing them explained, they were led to un- 


-derstiind them differently from whatthey once did. Ac- 


cordingly, at a meeting.of the church (or covenanted 


brethren) February 28, 1805, they voted unanimously — 


to send for a council of Baptist ministers to come and as- 


sist them in the following particulars; viz. To admin-— 


ister Christian baptism to them; to constitute them into 
a church upon the primitive Baptist platform ; to set over 
them in the Lord the Rev. Daniel Merrill, to be their 
minister.” The question here, Sir, is fairly this; Have 
the majority of a church, upon due conviction, a right to 


change their religious sentiments? If they have not, then 


these brethren undoubtedly did wrong, and we were 


In proof that we hold your churches to be a part of 


wrong in assisting them. But to allow this, will implicate — 


all dissenters, from the days of Luther to the present 


But, Sir, I wish to ask candidly, What ought to have 


been done in the above case ? These brethren could not, 
without violating their consciences, continue in the prac- 
tice of Pedobaptism. They were fully convinced that 


the New Testament required them to be baptized after 


believing, or on a profession of their faith ; and that bap- 
less than an immersion of the whole 
body in water. Allowing these, Sir, to have been their 
real sentiments, could you have continued your fellow- 
ship to them as a sister church, and as loyal subjects of 
our common Lord, merely because they did not put in 
practice what they verily believed to be the will of Christ ? 


‘Wid, the Covenant and Articles on which the church first embodied. 
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* Unless you will undertake to say they did not act con 
scientiously, I presume your answer would justify the pro- 
ceedings at Sedgwick. _ 
_ Should you ask again, “ But was there an acknowledg- 
ed church of Christ at Sedgwick, or was there not ?” | 
will candidly answer, There had been an ¢ acknowledged 
church” before they changed their sentiments ; but when | 
they had come toa solemn pause, and had openly con- 
fessed that they could find no evidence in the Bible to 
support the practice of infant baptism, and therefore could 
no longer practise it ; but, as believers, felt the necessity 
of being themselves baptized ; I will refer it to you, Sir, 
to determine, whether, in these circumstances, you would 
acknowledge them to be a Pedobaptist church? = * 
There might have been a Peedobaptist church in Sedg. 
wick at the time, for ought I know, but we neither saw 
nor heard of any. | ae : 
On the whole, it appears peculiarly unfortunate for 
your argument, that you should fix upon the proceedings 
at Sedgwick, to prove that we deny the visibility of | 
your churches, or that we consider you as making on- 

_ ly a partof Antichrist. If all your churches were in the 
situation .of that, they would not long be visible. But, 
Sir, your vote, as I pass along, requires a moment’s atten- 
tion. My former remark, “That you seemed to be 
much disturbed at the proceedings of the Baptists at 
Sedgwick,” will not be disputed I believe by any one 
who reads the following paragraph in your note. 

_4&©’Though,” say you, certainly considered your EXx- 
ULTING publication of the Sedgwick revolution, as a piece 
of the same system of proselytism, of which your parade, of 
meetings and baptisms, your UNBOUNDED BLAZONING 
your preachers and performances, your PERPETUAL PRO- 
CLAMATIONS of success and increase, and a hundred 
things of a similar nature, are parts,” &c. To this ut- — 
candid strain of “invective,” I would only say, If your 
cause requires such management in its support, it argues 
that it is in a declining state. , sere 

But, Sir, you have one remark on the revolution at 
Sedgwick, which must be considered prophetic. ‘ SEDG 
MICK WILL NOT LONG BE TO YOU A VERY PLEASANT 
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SOUND.” We confess, that we are wholly in the dark 
with respect to this mysterious denunciation. We are 
not insensible, that uncommon exertions have been made 
by some of your brethren, in order to effect a counter 
revolution : but their success has hitherto been so lim- 
ited, as not to occasion any serious alarm. Whaat chang- 
es may take place in that, or any other church in future, — 
is only known to Him who seeth the end from the beginning. 
Hitherto, we perceive nothing in the recollection of 
Sedgwick, that is disagreeable. 

But, Sir, you seem, if possible, more disturbed, by my 
remarks upon the piece in the Mass. Mag. signed “ Lyd- 
ia.” That my remarks were severe will not be denied; 
and I certainly thought the occasion fully justified such 
a mode of treatment. I have ever considered that piece 
@s an unmanly, insidious attack upon the reputation of 
the Baptists ; a story fabricated for the sole purpose of 
increasing the prejudices of the weak and credulous, in © 
order to deter them from attending occasionally on Bap- 
tist preaching. 

That I styled the writer of the above piece, a “ petti- 


_coat-priest,” is true. The expression, I acknowledge, is 


somewhat * vulgar ;” I will therefore endeavour to ex- 
punge it, should another edition of my book be printed. 
I used it in allusion to Pope Foan, who has often been 
so called. 

How far your “ serious” remarks, upon the “ serious 


writer” of that « serious” piece signed “ Lydia,” will help 


to identify the author, I shall not pretend to say. I be- 
lieve that no female in Salem has ever been suspected of 
making the communication. ‘Therefore, taking it for 
granted, that some “serious” brother borrowed the name 
of « Lydia,” with a view to render the affecting story 
more deeply impressive, I have two objections to enter 
against such a mode of procedure. In the first place, I 
consider it highly improper, as it approximates to a vio- 
lation of that sacred injunction, Deut. xxii. 5, The 


woman shall not wear that which pertaineth unto a man, 


neither shall a man put on a woman's garment ; for all that 
do so are an abomination unto the Lord thy God.” In the 
second place, I consider it as,an indelib'e mark of mean- 
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ness. Men never disguise themselves in the attire, o; 
_ take the names of females, unless they are going to en- 

ge in some unlawful, disreputable action, in which 
they would be ashamed to be known. With these re. 
marks, I take my leave of the “serious” writer. The 
remainder of this note has been considered in a former 


But to return to the question, Whether we do, or do 
not acknowledge your churches, you add, « But it is pos. 
sible, that after all, you should have in this case a reserva. 
tion ? Could you mean that you indeed acknowledge us to’ 
be churches—but not churches of Christ ?” No, Sir, this | 
is a meanness that I never was, and I hope never shall be 
guilty of. My professions were open and candid. I told 
you plainly on what ground I could meet you, and where 
I could walk with you, andwhere I could not. I there. 
fore aver the sincerity of what I have written,* and appeal 
to the ministers of your denomination who have been 
most acquainted with me, whether my treatment of them — 
has not justified my professions. al 

I now reply to your 7th charge, that the Baptists “ place 
such a stress upon baptism in their mode. as to make it 
the’subject on which to display their greatest zeal ; thus 
_ making people believe, in too many instances, that going 
into the water will answer all the purposes of their pre- 
sent comfort, and their eternal salvation.” 

When I read this charge in your Discourses, I conclu- 
ded it must have escaped you without due consideration. 
_ Knowing its injurious tendency, and that it was totally 

unfounded, I thought it my duty to repel it in the most 
pointed manner. After calling upon you by every prin- — 

ciple held sacred among men,t to bring forward the proof 
on which your accusation -was founded, I certainly hac 
a right to expect you would either furnish the proof, or 

ive up the charge. But what can{ think of the man, 
who deliberately continues the slanderous assertion, with 
_ mo other proof tosupport it, than when asked, whether “he 
can believe the above charge to be true,” answers, “Yes, 
Sir,-I can; and declare it too, as solemnly, as if at the 
bar of ourcommon Judge!” Alas! Sir, where has your 


* See p. 297, 333: 
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zeal transported you? Do you think criminality will be 
fixed at that tribunal to which you refer, by such kind of 
evidence as this ? I should certainly suppose not. But 
you add, “I am by no means singular in this belief.” I 
imagine not ; for I am sensible that unceasing pains have 
been taken, to impress the sentiment on the minds of the 
credulous, and no doubt many will believe it, merely from 
your declaration. And some, we may suppose, will not 
be very backward in giving currency to a report so well 
calculated to prejudice people against the Baptists. ‘* Re- 
port, say they, and we will report.” 

As the above charge rests entirely upon your ¢ solemn 
belief,” EF assure you I as solemnly believe both parts of it 
to be untrue. I never saw that Baptist preacher yet, 
whose conduct evinced, that he * placed such stress upon 
baptism in any mode, as to make it the subject on which to 
display his greatest zeal.” Nor do I believe that you can 
produce a single instance of a person who has been bap- 
tized by any of our ministers, who thought, “ that going 
into the water would answer all the purposes of their pre- 
sent comfort, and their future salvation.” But, Sir, you 
will remember your charge is general » against the whole 
denomination. 

‘You proceed to ask, “Js it possible, Sir, that you 
should be unapprised of what 1s so generally known and 
deplored, that religious revivals of the most hopeful ap- 
-pearances have very often been checked and made to sub- 
side, by Antipzedobaptists coming in and zealously press- 
ing the subject in your mode.” ‘This, and the remain- 
ing part of this extraordinary statement, which is of the 
same kind, cannot be admitted as matter of fact, notwith- 
standing your “confident appeal to the best informed 
ministers and people.” I have no doubt, Sir, but from | 
the prejudiced medium through which you have viewed 
the subject, it has this appearance to you. But we con- 
sider it far otherwise. 

Ithink, Sir, I can propose a very easy remedy for the 
evil of which you complain, admitting it tobe real. Let 
the following line of conduct be pursued by your minis- 
ters and people, and I presume you will have but little 
trouble from the In the first place, when a 
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tist minister of regular standing comes among you, instead 
of treating him as a wo/f, and showing yourself shy, treat 
him as a Christian brother, by inviting him to your pul- 
pit, and to your house, and attend on his ministry con. 
stantly while among your people. In the second place, 
advise your ow people not to begin a dispute with him 
upon the subject of baptism, but to hear him quietly, and 
profit if they can by his labours, and let him depart in 
peace. but, Sir, if you think best to pursue a different 
line of conduct, and sound an alarm the moment a preach- 
er of our denomination comes among you; if your peo- 
ple choose to introduce the subject of baptism ; depend 
upon it we shall feel ourselves justified in vindicating our 
sentiments. 
Let us, for a moment, take another view of the subject. 
Perhaps'there is rarely, if.ever, a reformation in our day, — 
when the attention is more closely drawn to religious sub- 
jects, but what some are led to question infant baptism, 
and others, wholly to disbelieve it, without either heasinga _ 
_ Baptist preach, or conversing with any of them upon the 
subject. You know, Sir, and many of your brethren in 
the ministry know, how many jin your churches have 
been tried on this point. If you have had nothing of it 
among the people of your charge, you have escaped bet- 
_ ter than your brethren in general. We are not unac- 
- quainted with your jealousies and fears on this head, nor 
of the evidence they furnish in favour of our sentiments. 
Considering the “ high solemnity” under which you~ 
profess to write, I freely confess, Sir, it is with a degree 
of astonishment that I have perused your next paragraph: 
I can hardly conceive it possible, that you should more 
grossly misrepresent our known and avowed sentiments 
. than you have done. « Many,” say you, “ within my 


knowledge, have been the instances of persons under seri- 


ous awakenings, whose attention has been turned by the 
preaching or conversation of Antipzdobaptists, from sub- 
jects the most intimately connected with their eternal 
salvation, to the subject of going into the water, as if this” 
were of the first and highest concernment.” You further 
add, ‘«¢ Many are the instances of persons in these solemn 
circumstances, to. whom representations have been made, 
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as if by going into the water, they would immediately FIND 
PEACE.” 

In reply to this injurious statement, we will only say, 
that we never heard such a sentiment advanced by a Ba 
tist; and we feel safe in challenging the world to bring a 
single instance where any person acknowledged as a Bap- 
_tist has avowed such a sentiment. And; ; Sir, (you will 

excuse the plainness) I must tell you, that you certainly 
know that your representation is not only different from, 
but in the very face of our known sentiments and con- 
stant practice. Nay more, should any person apply for 
baptism, under the false immpression, that “ by going 
into the water they would immediately find peace,” I am 
bold to say, that no minister of our denomination could 
be found, who would administer to such a person. The 
_ very mentioning of such a motive would be a sufficient 
objection to their being admitted. It is true, we do not 
pretend to know the heart, and hence may possibly bap- 
tize such as are not truly converted. But, Sir, to say 
that we represent to persons under serious awakenings, 
“¢ that by going into the water they will find immediate 
peace,” is as distant from any thing known to us, as mat~ 
ter of fact, as light is from darkness. — 

Could an instance be found, (which, with all due def- 
- erence to your character, I must say,.1 very much doubt) 
in which a person had been persuaded into the water in 
expectation of ‘ finding immediate peace,” it would still be 
insufficient to justify your charge, which is made in 
very general terms, as though this. were our usual 
practice. But is it not an avowed sentiment with miany 
of your denomination, that it is the duty of all per- 
sons seriously inclined, (and are not some urged who are 
not very serious) to come up to all the ordinances ? But, 
Sir, we utterly discard the sentiment, by whomsoever 
advocated. Were a minister of our denomination to 
adopt such a sentiment, he would be immediately dis- 
owned by us ; and if even a private Christian were found 
guilty of such or ier conduct, he would be subjegted 

to severe repr 
_ ‘When the foregoing charge against the Baptists was 
first advanced in aac: Discourses, I thought it my duty 


to repel it, and call on you for proof. This I did ina 
manner which left no roomto doubt but that you would 
either honourably retract the sentiment, as merely rest- 
‘Img on report, or support it by sufficient testimony. 
But———you have done neither: and yet you continue 
the slanderous charge, and “ solemniy declare that you 
believe it to be true!” I as “ solemnly”’ declare that I 
believe it to be wholly unfounded. It is impossible for 
me to believe otherwise, without proof. If the charge 
you have brought against us, and still pérsist in, without 
producing any kind of proof, when called upon by the 
sacred principles of honour and religion, does not amount 
to slander in the common acceptation of the word, the 
public will do you justice. ‘Tothat tribunal I cheerfully 

- Your remarks upon what.J said-in reply to your charge 
against the Baptists, of * delusion,” in pretending to 
follow Christ in his baptism, by supposing that we might 
with as much propriety, undertake to ‘ fast forty days 
in the wilderness, or ride on an ass to Jerusalem,” &c. 
are too trifling to require a serious answer. I would just 
observe, however, that in introducing this paragraph, | 
- instead of giving my sentiment fairly, you have added a 
word by which my meaning is wholly perverted. You 
are pleased to say, ‘ Christ’s baptism, as you yourself 
acknowledge, was undoubtedly of an import a/fogether 
different from that which he afterwards instituted for 
his followers.” By adding the word * altogether,” you 
have given a meaning widely different from what I con- 
veyed. To differ in some respects, and to be altogether 
different, cannot mean the same thing: the former 1s 
_ the utmost that can be inferred from my statement. __ 
_ Although this Letter is already extended to an unusual 
tength, I must beg your indulgence while I notice one 
other topic of argument, which you have thought proper 
to employ, in Vindication of your treatment of the Bap- 
tists. I refer to the use which you inform the public we 
make of the word “ persecution.” 
| Inthe beginning of the Letter which I am answering, © 
you implicitly tell the public, that I have “denounced 
your serious representations, as bitter ‘ invectives, and 


{ 
4 
é 
> 
4 
4 
} 
a) 
4 
48 
ot 
i 


LETTER 907 


the effusions of a ‘ persecuting’ spirit.” In the closing 
part, you explain.and apply your meaning. “It is not 
an uncommon thing,” say you, * for people when press- 
ed with argument, or with clear exposure of their errors, 
to cry out—‘ Persecution !’ This they find a very con-. 
venient way to parry the force of argument, and to 
awaken in their favour a popular sympathy.” And add, . 
‘«‘ This, Sir, give me leave to say, you appear very per- 
fectly to understand.” I have no doubt, Sir, but on 
reading chis, your friends have exclaimed with one voice, 

Considering the solemnity under which you profess to 
write, will it not astonish even your Pzdobaptist breth- 
ren, when I solemnly assure them, that as. * perfectly as 
I understand” this business, J Aave never in a single in- 
stance availed myself of such a refuge as this, in order to 
“ parry off the force of your arguments.” No, Sir, the | 
thought never entered my heart; nor have I found 
your arguments so very pressing, as to require such a 
subterfuge in order to escape them. 

I do not recollect to have used the word but once in 


the whole of my animadversions upon your Discourses, 


and then I borrowed it from you, and. was specially 
careful to give you credit for it. ‘The sentence stands 
thus, ‘ Without’ “ displaying any thing like a spirit of 

persecution, or even of uncharitableness,” (see page 78) — 


-©Mr. Worcester proceeds to say,’ &c.* Here, Sir, I 
brought into view the word persecution, merely because 


I could not give the sentence complete without. But 
did you not perceive, and must it not be obvious to every 


person who has read my book, that it was not the word 


‘‘ persecution,” but ‘ uncharitableness” alone which I 
animadverted upon, and for the sake of which I quoted. 


the sentence? Yet, Sir, you have the assurance to tell 


the public, (while complaining of us for making ‘“ inroads 


- upon your churches,” and triumphing in the spoils which 


we bear off) ‘* no sooner” say you, “do we attempt any de- 
fence of ourselves, and what we believe to be the cause of 


_ truth and of God, than you immediately resort to the cry 
of ‘persecution !” Will you be so good, Sir, as to point 
Out the amstance? 
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I must think, Sir, whenever you will permit your- 
self calmly to review the ground on which you were led 
to make this unwarrantable assertion, that you will feel 
the most pungent conviction, that in your zeal to sup- 
port your cause, you have most shockingly perverted the 
sentiments of your opponent. 
| From the manner in which you have introduced one 

of your remarks on this point, I conjecture you might 
have reference to an observation in my address to the 
- Baptists, in the last page of my book. In. noticing 
the treatment of Roger Williams, who in the dead of 
winter was banished from the Massachusetts, and driven 
over to the Savages, and forbid, on pain of death, to re- 
turn! I indeed styled him our ‘ persecuted Ancestor. 


This thing was not done in a corner. Was this, Sir, perse. 


cution, or was it not? If zis, together with the numer- 
ous instances which annually occur, wherein the Bap- 
_ tists suffer imprisonment, or the spoiling of their goods, for 
refusing to pay to the support of religious teachers from. 
whom they conscientiously dissent, are the ind of argu- 
ments with which you “ attempt to defend yourselves,” it 
- would not be surprising if we should: “* resort to the cry 
of persecution.” Surely oppression maketh a wise man mad.* 
Whatever complaints we make of the foregoing treat- 
ment, we never have es your Jair arguments as 
‘persecution, 

I now take leave of your XXIII* Letter, in which 
your modest Reviewer tells the public, Mr. Worcester re 
pels the charges.of Dr. B. in a manly and dispassionate 
style, which, if arguments or facts could avail, we should 
think would go far towards making the Doctor repent 
that he is an author.”+ These « facts and arguments” 
have now been briefly noticed, and an impartial public 
judge how far they are calculated to the 


I am, dear Sir,” 


| | Respectfully your’s, &¢. 


LETTER XXIV. 


LETTER XXIV. 


REV; AND DEAR SIR, 


I HAVE, at length, arrived at your closing Letter, 
on which I hasten to make a few remarks, and then pro- 
pose to take my leave of you for the present. 

You inform us, that, in your Discourses, you ‘ had 
occasion to state, that the Anabaptists, or Antipzedobap-— 
tists, are a sect of modern date; that they had their origin 
some time after the reformation under Luther and Cal- 
vin.” Were we to admit this statement to be correct, 
(which, however, is far frém it) would it conclude against 
us any more than against you? Can you trace your ori- 
gin any further back than the reformation by Luther, 
without going into the papal communion in its most cor- 
rupt state? And if considered as a distinct denomination 
of Pzdobaptists, is not your sect of a much later date 
than ours? If our being a “ modern sect” is an argument 


that we are not right, then your being a more modern 


sect, is an argument still stronger that you are not right, 


If the dissenting of the German Anabaptists from Luther 
proves them to be wrong, will not the dissenting of your 


ancestors from the church of England, equally prove 
them to be wrong? The fact is, those called Anabaptists 
at the time of the reformation, dissented from Luther, 


upon the same principles which he dissented from the 


Pope: i. e. because they thought he did not reform all 
that waf amiss in that corrupt church. 
You proceed, though with much seeming reluctiinee, 
to say, ** Unpleasant as the fact is, it ought not to be 
dissembled, that the history of your denomination is easily 
traced back to the German Anabaptists, who first made 
their appearance at Munster about the year 1522, and 
which, by their wild irregularities, gave so much trouble 
to Luther and his worthy associates ; but further back 
than this it cannot be traced.” These, my dear Sir, are 
bold assertions, which are much easier made than proved. 
Were you to attempt to trace the history of the English 
or American Baptists back to the German Anabaptists, I 
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believe you would be as much puzzled to find the links” 
by which they were ever united, as we should be to prove 
our descent from the churches of Piedmont. But, Sir, 
_ Jet us suppose the worst, that we really did originate from 
the Madmen of Munster and that the other reform. 
ed churches originated from the corrupt, persecuting 
_ church of Rome, whith, to say the least, is equally true ; 
and what have you more to boast of than we? Our 
churches are as unlike to those “ German fanatics,” both 
im principle and practice, as your’s are to the papal church, 
On the whole, we have much reason to felicitate our- 
selves that our history stands so fair, that during the 
of almost three hundred years, nothing can be 
_fownd with which we may be justly ieriohchelt Such 
has been the peaceable, orderly.walk of our churches, 
that no instance of disloyalty or rebellion against civi] — 
authority, nor any act of persecution towards those who 
dissent from us, can be laid to our charge. bee 
But, Sir, if your cause derives any advantage from the 
repetition of this ghostly story of Munster, we certainly 
would not wish you to “ dissemble,” for the sake of 
sparing our feelings : for after the 4ints which you have 
given, we have nothing to fear from the remainder. It 
should be remembered; however, that every story has tg 
As neither your readers nor mine have all of them 
the advantage of examining ecclesiastical history for — 
themselves, it may be proper to subjoin a sketch from 
Dr. Mosheim, who will not be thought very partial to 
our denomination. This will show, how different his 
views of the origin of this people were from your’s. __ 
_ The true origin,” saith he, * of that sect which ac- 
quired the denomination of Anadbaptists, by their admin- 
istering anew the rite of baptism to those who came over 
to their commiinion, and derived that of Mennonites, 
from the famous man to whom they owe the greatest 
part of their present felicity, 1s HID 1N THE REMOTEST 
‘DEPTHS OF ANTIQUITY; and is of consequence extremely © 
difficult to be ascertained.” No, says Mr. Worcester, it 
can be “ easily traced back to the German Anabaptists, 
but further back than this it cannot be traced.” ‘This, 
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to ™ sure, was “the remotest depths of antiquity.’*— 
“This uncertainty,” continues the Doctor, « will not 


appear surprising, when it is considered, that this sect 
started up, all of a sudden, in several countries, at the 
SAME POINT OF TIME, under leaders of different talents, 
and different intentions, and at the VERY PERIOD when 
the first contests of the Reformers with the Roman pon- 


tiffs drew the attention of the world, and employed the 


pens of the learned, in such a manner as to render all 
other objects and incidents matters of indifference.” 
«The modern Mennonites,” continues this author, 
“¢ not only consider themselves as the descendants of the 
Waldenses, who were so. grievously oppressed and persecuted 
by the despotic heads of the Roman church ; but pre- 
tend, moreover, to be the PUREST offspring pe these re- 


_ spectable sufferers ; being équally averse to all principles 


of rebellion, on hie one hand, and all suggestions of fanat- 
icism onthe other.” 
Their adversaries, on the contrary, ‘represent 


as the descendants of those turbulent and furious Ana- 


baptists, who, in the sixteenth century, involved Ger- 
many, Holland, Switzerland, and more especially the 
province of Westphalia, in such scenes of blood, perplex- 
ity and distress.” 

_ & After having examined these two different accounts,” 
(continues the same writer,) ‘ of the origin of the Ana- 


 baptists, with the utmost attention and impartiality, I 


have found that neither of them is omens conformable 


It may be in the first that the Men- 


‘nonites+ are not entirely mistaken when they boast of their 


descent from the Waldenses, Petrobrussians, and other 


ancient sects, who are usually considered as witnesses of 


the trutk in times of universal darkness and superstition. 
Before the rise of Luther and Calvin, there lay concealed, — 


in almost all the countries of Europe, particularly in Bo- 


emia, Moravia, Switzerland, and Germany, many per- 
sons who adhered tenaciously to the following doctrine, 
which the Waldenses, Wickliffites, and Hussites had 


“* Dr. Mosheim lived within 200 years of this period. 
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maintained, some in a more dinamiecd, and some in a more 
mn manner, viz: That the kingdom of Curist, or the 
visible church he had established upon-earth, was an assembly 
true and real saints, and ought therefore to be inaccessible 

to the wicked and unrighteous, and also exempt from all those 
institutions which human prudence suggests, to oppose the 
progress of iniquity, or or to correct and reform transgressors, 
This maxim is the true source of all thie peculiarities that 


_are to be found in the doctrine and of 


the Mennonites.”* 
- Who does not see in the above, the exact creed of the 
modern Baptists ? If the church be “ an assembly of 


TRUE AND REAL saints,” then, according to your senti- — 


ments, it could not admit infants ; for you do not believe: 
them to be such. 


But, Sir, the most — atticle i in this part of 
your Letter, is, your attempt to make Dr. Gill acknowl- 


edge, that “ from the eleventh century back to the fourth, 


he was not able to find one instance of an opposer toin- 
fant baptism.” In a note at the bottom of the page you 


are pleased to say, ** Had Mr. Merrill turned to the 26th 
page of Dr. Gill’s Answer to Mr. Clark he might have 
spared himself the trouble of denying that Dr. Gill had | 
ever made this concession, and of Cnaegng me with 
falsehood in the case.” 


Ihave Dr. Gill’s Answer open before me but 
being a different edition, I cannot turn to the page to 
which you refer. I presume, however, the passage is 


now under my eye. In this, Dr. Gill, adopting it as the 
language of his opponent, says; “ It is observed that a 
large stride is taken by me from the eleventh to the fourth 


century, not being able in the space of more than six _ 
hundred years to find one instance of an opposer of in- 
fant baptism.” These are not Dr. Gill’s words, but Mr. 
Clark’s inference. Nor can we perceive that he concedes 


to their correctness. For after assigning the reasons for — 
there being so few opposers, during that period, he adds, _ 
“yet there qwere some in the valleys of Piedmont EVEN 


FROM THE TIMES OF THE APOSTLES, AND DURING 
THIS INTERVAL, as learned men have observed, that 
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this: period, against: such 
_ lowing words ; “ Also it is the pleasure of the bis 


accursed.” ‘The first-part of this decree, clearly suppo- 
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bore their testimony against corruptions in’ doseti and 


practice among which, this of infant- baptism must. be 
one.” The passage to.which Mr. Clark-refers, I suppose’ 


to be the following : after. showing. that there was'noth- 


-ingtin: the writings of-the two first- centuries, in‘favour 
of infant baptism, the Doctor adds, ‘the truth of’ the 


matter is, that infant baptism was moved for in the'third 
century, got footing and establishment in the fourth and 


fifth; and so prevailed until the time of the reformation. 


Though, throughout these several centuries, there were 
testimonies borne to adult baptism ; and, at'several times, 
certain persons rose up and opposed infant baptism.” * 
The public will now- judge how. far Dr.-Gill has-con- 
ceded the point which -you-contend. 

If, Sir, there were none who opposed infant bagtlem: 
from the fourth to the eleventh century; how shail we 
account for the repeated decrees: of councils’ during. 
opposers.? One article of . the 
council of: Mela, held inthe fifth century, is in the a 


order, that whosoever’ denieth that infants newly-borfi of 


their mothers are to be baptized’;: or saith that baptism’ 


is administered for the remission of: their own sins, but 
not on account: of sin derived from Adam, and to 
be expiated by the laver of regeneration, de ( anathema) 


ses that some denied that infants newly born were-to-be 
baptized.. And the-latter, that others, as'the Pelagians, 
denied that baptism could wash’ away original sin. 
Again, in the sixth century, by the Council: of Lerida, » 
in the archbishopric of ‘Tarragona, it was decreed, that 
such as-had fallen into the ion of anabaptism, if. 
they should return to the church, should be received‘as 
the:Council: of Nice:had enacted.”+ Indeed the‘first 
clesiastical canon in Europe fér the ‘baptism of babes, 
believe, was 4 in. the year 514, by a council compo-. 
sed of a few ‘bishops, who met at-Girona in Cat- 
aloniay.and frameck‘and: ‘subscribed ten. rules: of disci-- 


‘Sermons and Tracts in two vols: Lond. edit. quarto, p, 270, 425. : 
$ Concrtivs Icerpense, Aa. DEXIV. Can, iz, De hs in pres 
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pline.” The fourth i is an agreement ‘ to baptize Cate- 
chumens only at Easter and Pentecost, except in cases of 
_ sickness.” Inthe fifth they agreed, ‘in case infants 
were ill, and would not suck their mother’s milk, if they 
were offered, to baptize them, even though it were the 
day they were born.” This agre lent was binding only 


on such as assented to it. ~ 
But Charlemagne carri the aubject still further, and 


in A. D. 789 passed a law to compel his subjects, on pain 
of death, to be baptized themselves! And “by heavy 
fines obliged them, to oe their children within the 
year of their birth.”* | 
Taking these things into onsideration, and is it at al 
to think for themselves dur- 
: tian darkness and terror,should 
_ keep concealed ? |But no sooner was there a prospect of 
successful opposition to papal corruption, than « they 
started up, all of a sudden, in several countries at the same 
point of time, under leaders of different talents and in- 
teins” 
do not consider obliged to shew wierd 
the true church was, during what is called the dark ages, 
any more than you are. But one thing we are free to 
say, we have no disposition to acknowledge the corrupt, — 
rs aM » bloody church of Rome, as the true church of 
hrist, for the sake of relieving the difficulty. If you 
are disposed to own that as the church of God, merely 
because it practised infant baptism, you are entirely wel- — 
come to every advantage which such a relation will afford — 
you. Although Christ has assured us, that the gates of 
hell shall not prevail against his church; yet he has tau ght 
us with equal certainty, to expect a departure from the 
faith; and that the day of Christ should not come, except — 
there should come a falling away first, and that MAN OF SIN — 
be revealed, the son of perdition. .This was undoubtedly | 
whe period to which Christ alluded, when he said, Z4ey 
vhall but put you out of the synagogues ; yea, the time cometh, that — 
awhoscever killeth you, think that be doeth God service. 
Much of your reasoning, Sir, in this as well as in most — 
of your other Letters, goes upon the aia vet ad 


Alberti ‘Saxonia Coloniz, In Robinson. © 
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fessors? 
to this body? This is not the first instance in which you 
have endeavoured to make it appear thatI have been want- 
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{ 
church, for two thousand years before Abraham, and for 
about the same time after, before the coming of Christ ; 


and for fifteen hundred years from the commencement of 


the Christian dispensation, was decidedly a Padobaptist 
church. Nothing, however, can be further from the 


truth than such a supposition. There are no more tra- 
ces of a visible church from Adam to Abraham, than are 
to be found among those who were called 4eretics during 
the dark reign of Antichrist. ‘That a large body of peo- 


ple, with the Pope at their head, were in the practice of 
infant baptism at the time of the reformation, and who 
called themselves the only true church of Christ, will not 
be denied. But I have always supposed, that Protestants © 
denied their claim. If there were any other Pzdobaptist 
church before the reformation, you can undoubtedly tell 


where it was. 


It is true, Sir, that we cannot admit, what you call “ the 


lateness of our origin, and smallness of our numbers,” as 


an argument of any great weight against our peculiar sen- 


timents. The first we consider as wholly without proof, 
and the last without force. For if the smallness of our 


numbers, compared with you, will destroy the credibility 
of our being the true followers of Christ, then the small- 


ness of the number of the Protestants, compared with the | 
papal church, will equally prove against their peculiar 


sentiments. | | 
_ Thad occasion in my Appendix to remark, that ¢ it has 
often been urged as an argument in favour of the Christ- 
ian religion, that it made its way at first againat the learn- 
ing, power, and policy of the world, by the instrumen- 
tality of a few illiterate fishermen.’ ¢ Does not this argu- 
ment,’ I asked, ‘ cast its full weight into the scale in fa- 
vour of our distinguishing sentiments, if the observation 


of our brethren respecting us be just ? ‘So, then,” you 
exclaim, ‘* the whole body of Christian professors, oppo- 


sed to your distinguishing sentiments, are to be accounted 
as the world !” A very extraordinary conclusion! Did 
I say a single word about the great body of Christian pro- 

Or, do you consider all the world as belonging 
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ing in a-spirit of candour. And notwithstanding said 
_ the ‘world,’ you have gone on insisting that, by this ex-. 

Pression, your. churches were intended. And as though 
this were not sufficiently severe, you have coupled it with - 
the word ¢¢ Antichrist,” as used by Mr. Merrill. The 
public will judge ‘whether this 1 is treating your opponent 


fairly. 
in my closing address tomy boothann, I did indeed say, 


“Unto you it is given in the behalf of Christ, not only to be- 
hieve on him, but also to suffer Sor his sake.’ This unques- 
tonably,” say you, is the distinctive and exclusive char- 
acteristic.of the true people and church of God.” I 
hope, Sir, you will then in future allow, that we ‘have some 
claim to:the character of the true people of God. 

In the above statement, you.may rest assured I had no . 
reference to your ‘fair seriptural arguments,” as the 
source of our sufferings; but to another kind of gic, 
which has often been employed against the Baptists, and — 
which J stated «in language ey tobe 


understood. — 
Your quotations from Mr. Merrill I am not in the 


least concerned to answer; nor do I consider myself ac- 


countable for any particular expressions which he has 


thought proper to use. 

You proceed in a very impassioned manner to inquire, 
- 66 Where, Sir, was your deriomination, where your An- 
tipedobaptist church, during the four thousand years 
which preceded the coming of Messiah ?” Truly, Sir; 
and where was your Pzdobaptist church during this viet 
riod? All the Patriarchs, beyond a doubt, were Padob 
tists, although Pzdobaptism had never been heard of 
Noah and his family are mentioned by the Apostle Pe. 
ter as having unintentionally passed through a kind of 
Sigurative baptism : but then, unfortunately for you, it was 
so ordered that no infants were included in this baptism. 
Had there ‘been a single infant im the ark, I have no 
doubt it would have been considered as decisive proof in 
-favour of Peedobaptism 

But you proceed to ask, « Where was your Antipzdo- 
baptist church in the primitive ages after Christ, when 
TC or heard of, who denied infant 
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baptism ?” ‘Penile me, Sir, to ask, Where was your Pe- 


dobaptist church during the TIME oF CHRIST and his ‘Apos- 
tles, when no one instance can be found of the baptism 


of an infant ? 


You go on to make the same inquiries from the fourth 


_ to the eleventh century, and again quote what you call 


Dr. Gill’s concession. I have already shown the incor- 
rectness of this statement. 

That Pzdobaptism very generally prevailed during this 
period, I believe no Baptist will deny. But no regular 


- succession of it can be traced, but ina church with which, 
T should suppose you. would not be very proud of claim- 


ing relation. 
But, Sir, your next interrogatory presents a very ¢curi- 


ous specimen of Padobaptist succession: Where was 


your Antipzdobaptist church in the days of the refor- 
mation, when Luther and Melancthon, Calvin and Zuin- 
glius, with their intrepid coadjutors, beat down the bul- 
pr of Antichrist, and carried terror and dismay to the 

very seat of the beast °” Pray, Sir, who do you mean 
by Antichrist ? Was it not the Pedobaptist church of 
Rome? And by the beast, do you not mean the triple- 
crowned bishop at the head of that church ? And was 


there any other Pdobaptist church in existence at that 


time ? 
Your management in these inquiries, is in perfect 
character with the rest of your book. You have been 


_ careful to mention the four thousand years which preced- 


ed the coming of Christ, when we do not pretend that 
there was any Baptist church, in any proper sense, in ex- 
istence. You then very cautiously step over the only peo 
riod in which we have any infallible history of the gospel _ 
church, and ask, ** Where was your Antipzdobaptist 

church in the primitive ages after Christ, when no one 


‘was ever known or heard of, who denied infant baptism ?” 


Why not ask, ‘* where was it in the days of Christ and the 


Apostles,” when no one ever beard of an infant's being bap- 
tized? At this period, Sir, a church of baptized believers 


stands confessed on the sacred pages ; and not the least 


intimation of a single infant “ connected” with it. It is 
said, 7 any man shall add unto these things, God shal add unto 
W 2 
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Vim the plagu es that are written in this book.* apie you 
make a very long stride from the eleventh century to the 
sixteenth. How happens it that you make no inquiries 
_ after'the « Antipzdobaptist church” during this period ? 


Were you apprehensive you would be pointed to the val- 


. lies of Piedmont ? Tothe WaLpenszs, and Perrosrus- | 
sians? Antipwdobaptism was undoubtedly too manifest 
during this period, to answer your purpose. Your prue 
dence in passing it over in silence cannot be impeached. 

Again you ask, “* Where was your Antipadobaptist 
church, in the times of the bloody persecutions which 


succeeded the reformation, when millions of faithful con. __ 


fessors, in different parts of Europe, laid down their lives 
the word of God, and for the testimony of Jesus Christ 2” 
{f the Baptists, Sir, did not share so largely in the hon. 
ours of persecution, we are happy to know, that they 
were never found in the ranks of the persecutors. But 
it may be asked, By whom were these ‘ intrepid reforme 
erg? persecuted? If I can understand your argument, it 
must be answered—By that very church, which, with all 
its corruptions, you consider as the pillar and ground of the 
_ truth, from the rise of Antichrist until the reformation 
by Luther commenced! Yes, Sir, from the days of — 
Constantine to the present, the greater part by far who 
have suffered martyrdom, or have been otherwise perse- 
cuted, have suffered by those of the « Pedobaptist faith.” 
Pray, Sir, do not complain; your persecutions have come 
from that very church from whith you seem proud to 
claim-your descent. 
Where in fine,” you ask, was your 
tist church, when our pious and venerable ancestors aban- 
_ doned their native country, and, surmounting all the dif- 
ficulties of the ocean and of the wilderness, heroically 
planted the standard of the cross in this new world £ 
In that glorious enterprize it had no share.” 

ol trust, Sir, I sufficiently venerate the memory of those 
pious men; nor would I willingly disturb their ashes. 
But is it not an affecting evidence of the power of prej- 
udice, and of the weakness.of human nature, that they — 
should have supposed that this western continent was 
mada exclusively for Pzedobaptists? Is it not perfectly | 


* Rev: xx, 18 
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astonishing, that men who had conceived such just and 
enlarged notions of civil and religious liberty, should ever - 
have thought they were doing God service, by hanging - 
the Quakers, and banishing the Baptists, who only wish- 
ed to enjoy equal privileges with themselves ? 

Your following observations are in the same strain, 


and as little to the point, as they all go upon this suppo- 


sition, that I have denied that Pzdobaptists make any 
part of the true church of God ; a supposition wholly 
without foundation. I have, in my former publication, 
in the most unequivocal manner, stated the contrary : 
hence it is to no purpose for you to conjure up this man 
of straw, for the sake of showing how ecrely you can 
beat him. 

In view of your preceding remarks, you proceed to 
say 3 at any rate I envy not your situation.” [ am sen- 
sible, Sir, our situation is not very enviable to such as are 
seeking worldly power and grandeur. Many of our so- 
cieties are small and poor ; and I am sorry to have oce. 
casion to add, that in many instances they are exceed- 
ingly oppressed by your denomination, by being com~ 

of ministers from whom 
they have conscientiously dissented. Yes, Sir, you can- 
not be ignorant, that even in this enlightened State, scarce 
a year rolls round, without witnessing some instances of 
this kind of oppression. ‘Ihe members of our societies 


are still dragged to prison, or their goods sold at public 


- auction, for the support of ministers whom they conscien- 
 tlously refuse to hear. 


You are pleased to call the present an “age of delu- 


- gion and error ;” but as it respects this country, I trust 


it will be acknowledged, that it is an age of uncommon 
mercy. There have been probably more revivals of relig- 
ion im this land, and more general efforts made both here. 


and: throughout the whole Christian world for the _ 


of the gospel, than at any former period. 
But you seem determined by some means or other’ to 


carry your point. At one time, you argue against the’ 


correctness of our sentiments, from the smallness of 


our numbers” and if we greatly “ increase,” it gives 


. 
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"you have been taught to expect, that in these ast and 
perilous times, errors of all kinds will prevail.” _ At anoth- 
er time you reproach us with having done so little for 
the promotion of “the cause‘of truth and religion :” and 
if we make any uncommon exertions, then you are ready 


to accuse us of a spirit of proselytism. 

“In the first ages of Christianity, when it was unaided 
by worldly power, it made its way wholly by its own in- 
trinsic evidence. Its gaining ground under these circum. 
stances, has ever been considered as one of the most unan- — 
swerable arguments in its favour. In applying this mode 
of reasoning to us, you are pleased to say; So far then 
from considering your increase, in this period of the world, 
as an evidence in your favour, I really consider it as hold- 
ing a place among the many evidences against you.” Is 
this any proof of the matter ? You further add, I expect 
you will increase, as I expect other erroneous denomina-— 
tions to increase, until a brighter day than the present — 
shall dawa upon the church and the world.” You may 
rest assured, we have nothing to fear, - every thing to 


hope, from such a day as that. — 
I rejoice with you, Sir, “in the confidence, that Christ 


aihedighe: upon the holy hill of Zion.” Not indeed the 
old Jewish bill of Zion; but the Mount-Zion of the gos- 
pel, to which the believing Hebrews were come.* ‘The 
church “ which from the beginning God was graciously 
pleased to set asa seal upon bis heart,” \ should really 
imagine embraced something more than the Pzdobaptist 
communion. To all the blessings and privileges of this 
sacred Mount, my heart, oir, most ey bids you 
welcome. 

_ oD blame not for: censuring deem to be 
erroneous in the Baptists ; but I cannot excuse you for 
charging us with what we have solemnly and uniformly _ 
disavowed, and for persisting in the ungenerous accusa- 
tion, after being challenged to exhibit the proof.+ —— 
_ With peculiar pleasure I reciprocate your professi 
of friendshipto.our denomination. If indeed you “ most 
sacredly cherish and cultivate the spirit of brotherly 


See App P. 198 
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say you, there are many) who really love our Lord Jesus 
Christ, and are sincerely, though under a misguided in- 
fluence, seeking the honour of his. name, and the advance- 


ment of his cause.” «¢ This spirit,” you add, ‘I have 
ever professed, and this -spirit, as my people will bear 
me witness, I have ever, both in public and in private, 


_ endeavoured to promote.” While reading these tender 
_ expressions, I almost forget that you have ever said an 


unpleasant thing against me, or the Baptists, and really 
imagine that we are still brethren. I cannot, I will not — 


entertain a sentiment, so derogatory to your honour as a 


man of piety, and so-utterly subversive of the laws of 
Christian charity, as to apply to you the following obser- 
vation, which I am pained to state, I met with before 
had finished the 7th page of your book. 
indeed, you have been pleased to ADVANCE — and they 


will all, I trust, be duly appreciated. 


I hasten, Sir, to correct a mistake of yours, which I 
find on your Jast page but one. + From several sntima- 


tions in your ‘book, as well as in Mr. Merrill’s,” say you, 


‘“‘ the uninformed public might ‘be led to conclude, that 


there had been a great falling away of my people to your 


denomination ; that those who remain are in a wavering, 
mnsettled state.” Sir, you have totally mistaken me. I 
have not designedly ‘ intimated” any such thing. I 


had not she least reference to your particular charge, in 


any thing which I said; but to ‘ your brethren’ of the 
Pzedobaptist persuasion. Intimations of this sort,” I 


did not make without sufficient reasons; but they were 
not meant to apply particularly to your church. 


I am happy to learn that your health is restored and 


confirmed... 1 pray God to have you in his holy keep- | 
ing, and that your health may never more be impaired, 


by fruitlessly attempting to defend error. Should you 


think yourself called upon to reply to 
‘beseech you, before you commence the work, to reflect 


seriously, whether you are not actually opposing the 


blessed Jesus in his own institution; and whether, in 
the end, you may not be found even to fight against God. 


If what I have written should produce no conviction 


in yout mind, nor in the minds of your brethren, of the 


| 
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) inconclusiveness of your arguments, in support of infant 
baptism, I know of nothing which I could lay before 
you, which would be likely to have that effect. My 
_ present thought therefore, is, that I shall write no more 

upon the subject. But I know not how duty may appear 
hereafter. I consider myself the servant of the church 

for Christ’s sake. 

__ Though conscious of much imperfection, in the man- 
ner in which I have conducted my side of the contro. 
versy, I have the fullest confidgnce that the cause which 
have endeavoured to defend, is TRUTH, and therefote ff 
will finally prevail. To the blessing of Almighty God, ; 
I humbly commend these feeble efforts ; praying that he 
would succeed them for the pulling down of error, and — 
for the establishment of apostolic order and party in all 
the churches. 

In writing the preceding Letters, I have eda fre. 
quently interrupted, sometimes for weeks, and sometimes 
for months, in which I have not written a single line ; 
and even now I have not read the whole in connexion : 
hence I think it probable there may be some repetitions. 

For these, and all other philological i inaccuracies, I solie 
eit the indulgence of a candid public. — 

It is my fervent prayer, that the time may soon come 
when the watchmen shall see eye to eye, and when they shall 
lift up their voice together ; when that spirit of intoler- 
‘ance and bigotry, so prejudicial to the interests of reli- 
gion, shall be succeeded by an enlightened, liberal, and 
“evangelical philanthropy ; when that charity which seek- 
eth not her own, which vaunteth not itself, which doth 
not behave unseemly, which rejoiceth only in the truth, 
—shall universally prevail. ‘That you, dear Sir, may have | 
the honour of contributing to the promotion of these glo- 
rious objects, and the happiness of seeing their complete 

| accomplishment, is the sincere wish of, Rev. Sir, your 

| _ affectionate friend and fellow-labourer in the kingdom and 


i patience of J Christ, 
THOMAS BALDWIN. 
| Boston, July 1, 1810. 


4 
4 
3 
> 
4 
4 
\ 
‘ 
| 


POSTSCRIPT. 


REV. AND DEAR SIR, 


~ TRECEIVED a Letter from your Rev. Brother at Thornton, 
in the fall of 1807, complaining of my having published another 
edition of my iw to him, without correcting several things, 
which he considered as misrepresentations. ‘To this Letter I re- 
turned an answer a few weeks after ; in which it was suggested, 
that, in my reply to you, some further. notice might be taken of 
the subjects of which he complained. Having already assigned 
my reasons* for not publicly noticing his ‘‘ Candid Discussions,” 
&c. I have only room briefly to notice what in his second section is 
entitled, “ Misrefresentations detected and improved.” 
In this Section the four following things are noticed. 1. In 
page 120 of my Reply, he quotes me as saying, ‘If I am not 
much mistaken, you make this honest confession, that ¢he scrz/i- 
ture as to infant bafilism is SILENT" Upon this he remarks, 
“The passage in my Letter upon which you grounded this rep- 
resentation, was this, And the s¢/ence of scrifiture about wo- 
men’s partaking at the Lord’s table is as good evidence that they 
did not partake, as the sé/ence of scripture respecting the baptism © 
of infants is against their being baptized.” ‘‘ My words,” saith 
he, “by no fair construction, could imply that the scriptures are 
more silent with regard to infant baptism, than they are with 
regard to women’s fiartaking at the Lord’s table.” To this I 
reply, I really thought it was Ais meaning, and I still think his 
words imply, that the scripture was entirely silent in both cases. 
I also knew this to be a favourite argument with Pedobaptists. 
After reading his remarks, the public will deduct as mitch from 
my of peo as his explanation may entitle him fairly to expect. 
2. In my Piece to which the Friendly Letter was written in re- 
ply, in order to show the practice of the apostolic church, I quo- 
ted Acts ii. 42, of which Mr. W. complained that “such a meth- 
od of quoting scripture is calculated to mislead the ignorant and 
inattentive.” To this I answered, ‘If to be conformed to the A- 
_postle’s doctrine, and continuing stedfastly in it, be a dangerous 
fractice, and “calculated to mislead the ignorant and inattentive,” 
we should be glad to see the danger pointed out.’ To this, Mr. 
W. replies, “It was not against ormity to the Apostle’s doc- 
_ trine, but to your method of quoting scripture, that I made the 
objection.” My “ method of quoting scripture,” in this instance, 
is the method used by all other writers. I quoted the passage to 
show, what was the Apostle’s practice at this early period. If 
in my remarks there be any thing which gives an unjust repre- 
sentation of Mr. W.’s real meaning, I readily retract it. 
__ .3. In my animadversion upon the seventh part of his Friendly 
{.etter, he charges me with “ substituting sentiments for sentt- 
ment.” By “ sentiment,” he meant, as I now understand him, 
our sentiment of particular communion. Whereas, I treated the 
= as he supposes, as though he meant our ‘ sentiments’ gen- 
erally. From the manner in which he argued, I certainly suppos- 
ed, notwithstanding his first statement, he meant our sentiments as 
Baptists, gAlthough I am now satisfied it was not his meaning in 


* See Letter 3. of this work. 
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stating his argument ; yet as he reasoned Recenentiy from other pre- | 
mises, I cannot perceive that I have in.thesmallest degree mis- | 
represented his real argument. My.remarks were not predicat- 
ed on the.supposed misrepresentations ; but on his observations u 
on. our mode.of baptizing by immersion. In proof of this, I will add 
two. or three sentences from his book, and the public will judge. 
** T have thought,” gaith he, “that you lay an undue stress upon it 
tism) or at:least.on your farticudar. mode. I verily fear that 
with many, @ change in sentiment iu favour of your opinion, has — 
been allowed great weight as.an evidence of a real change of 
‘a heart.” It cannot be pretended here that Mr. W. uses the word | 
“sentiment,” with reference to farticular communion, but to im- 
 |mersion. Again, “Sinners at such seasons,” (i.e. times of special 
revival) “will, like drowning persons,.catch at straws for their 
support ; and if they can be made to believe, that a willingness to 
be by immersion, is: an evidence of a right temper, tliey 
will naturally comply, and that without the least self-denial.” 
one In the of Letter, isthe fol-.. 
ing; “Here,” sai , *l wou eave to suggest a query. 
without any design to reproach. Mark not be owing to the man- 
ner in, which some preachers of your denomination have treated 
the subject of bafitism,” (not-close communion) “ that so many 
_ professors of _ denomination have turned Deists, Shakers, Uni- 
versalista,” ‘Fc. It was.upon this strain of argument, I was 
to,say *‘ Pandora’s fatal box could scarcely contain more evils than 
you to immersion.’ 
If, in the preceding remarks, Mr. W. did not refer to our man-— 
baptizing, than to our I con- 
am. incapable of understanding plain ee 
_If, afterall, a candid public can see that Ihave made any undue | 
advantage from mistaking his meaning in saying “ sentiment,” in- 
stead of ‘sentiments,’ they will make such tion as they 
think , and J presume I shall be satisfiéd. 
dn ourth and last place Mr. W.charges me with “gm. 
phasizing” a passage differently from what he had done ; and of 
course, ing an inference he is unwilling to grant. 
As Mr. W. emphasized some words differently from what I 
did, Iwill now state the passage, together with my remarks upon 
‘it, without emphasising .a single word, and the public will ju age 
whether my inference were just or not. “ Granting,” saith Mr. W. 
** that immersion be the appointed mode of baptism, and believers 
the only proper subjects, yet if a Pxdobaptist really think otherwise, 
and, with an obedient heart, offers up-his children in our mode, his — 
conduct is not chargeable with any moral evil. And the per- 
son'in-so doing,: is as well accepted in the sight. of God, as if his ex- 
ternal, conduct had been according to the appointed mode of bap- 
tism,”' TothisI replied ; ‘ According to the above all: 
that is necessary to render. baptism acceptable, is only toreally 
think you are:right.’. In both cases, the words will. now speak for 
themselves and the public, I have no douht,. will give an impartial 
to which Iconfidently refer the subject. Andam respect 
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